Cecriaine Letters 


O F 
HENRY IEANES 
Miniſter of Gods word 


AT 
CAEBDZOY. 


AND 


DIEREMY TAYLOR 


Concerning 
A paſlage of his, 1n his 
further 
Explication of 0rieinall ſin. 


OXFORD. 
Printed by Hs N: HALL for Tho; ROB1 NS 0 N1666 


2 0300602 6081 


Dr Taylor in his further explication of the 
dofrine of orizinall ſin, pag. 496. 


Hat every man is inclined to evill, ſome 
more, ſome leſſe , burall in ſome inſtan- 
ces; ts very true:and i is an effe, or con- 
dition of nature, but no ſinne properly ; «: be- 
cauſc that which is unavoidable is nota ſinne; 
2: becauſe it is accidentall to nature , not intrin- 
ſecall, andeſſentiall, 3: Iris ſuperinduc'd co na- 
ture,and is after it, &c, 


To the unprejudiced Reader, 


Ze /hall only give thee abriefe narrative of 
23) the occaſion of the enſuing letters.oneM: 
1 —KOl I. C.of Bridgwater being at my houſe, 
{SM | | 
. } brake out into extraordinary ,( that 
ſay not exceſqve,and Hyperbolicall)prayſes of DF [e- 
remy Taylor; Iexpreſſed myconcurrence with him 
in great part.nayIcame nothing behind him in the juſt 
comendations of his admirable wit, great parts, quick 
and elegant pen, his abilites in (rittcall learning, and 
his profound skil in antiquity :but notwithſtanding all 
this T profeſſed my diſſent from ſome of his opinions 
which I judged to be erroneous, and Tinſtanced in his 
doftrine of originall fin,now his further explicationof 
this lay then cauſually in the window ( as I take it ) 
which bereupon I took up,and turned unto the paſſage 
now under debate , and ſhewed untoMrF T. C. 
that therein was groſe nonſenſe and blaſphemy, be for 
bis own part, with a great deale of modeſty, forthwith 
declined all further diſpute of the buſineſSe,but withal 
'be told me, that hewould, If Iſapleaſed, give D* Tay- 
lor notice of what T ſaid;whereunto I agreed, and in 
ſhort time he brought me from theDe a faire and civill 
invitation to ſend him my exceptions , and with it a 
promiſe of a candid reception of them, whereupon 1 
drew themup ina letter unto M-T.C,the (opy wheres 
of followeth, LET- 
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Letters of the Authour 
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D' TEREMY TAYLOR 
To M FC. 


have here, according unto your deſire ſent you my ecc2- 
pt.ons againſt thar paſlage in Dr Taylor , concerning 
which you d:ſcomſed at my houſe z Ir is in his fur- 
ther expl.cation of the Doctrine of originall ſinne , page 
4965 : anditis the ſecond argument , which he br.ngs 
to prove ; that inclination to evill is 20 ſize properly 3 
becauſe it is accidentall to aature, not intrinſeca!l and ef(- 
ſenriall, The argument pur into forme may be reduced 
into two ſyllogiſmes, 


The firſt. 

Sinne properly is not accidcntall to the nature of man, 

An inclination to evill is accidental] to the nature of man: therefore 

An inclination to evill is no finne properly, 
A ſecoad Syllogiſme 3s. - - 

S:nne properly ſo called is intrinſecall , and effenriall to the nature of man, 
- An inclination to evill is nct intrinſecall , and eflentiall ro the nature of man 2 
therefore, | | 

An inclination ro evill is nat finne properly ſo called, 

Unto the firſt of thoſe ſyllogiſmes 3 I anſwer that the major is falſe ; and 
that according ro Porphyry his ſo celebrated definition of an accident, 

Accidens eft quod adeſt , & abeſt ſac fſubp &: interitu: that is , as the beſt Com- 
m:ntators upon Pophyry expound the words, An accident is thatgwhich.may be 
affirmed , or denied of it's ſubje& , without any repugnancy , or contrad.Cticn ta 
the efſence, and definition thereof ; now to deny nn: of man, gives no overth;ow 
to his efſence and definition , for a nan that is no finner may bee az:mal ratio- 
nile 3 ſmne therefore is accidentall ro rhe nature of mail, TE. 

The major oof the ſecond. fyllogiſme is no lefle falſe , than thar of the firlt, as 
for the terme , intrinſecall, 1 ſhall nor ſtay upon itz becauſe the Dr ulcrh ir as e- 
quivalent to effential}/; as is apparent . by. the Antitheſis , he puts between ir and 
accidemall ; bur ſhall wholy infiſt upon the word eflentiail : To ſay, as the Ur 
doth hy conſ:quence , thar finne is effentiall ty the nate of man , is an allertion, 
\ Builty of no»ſenles Blaſphemy , and. lebertinaſme. ; 
guuty ſeaſes Blaſphemy D 'y 1 tes 


., 


2 Letters of the Authour 


1, Nonſeace, A thing may be ſaid to be eflentiall untoan orher,either 7 prio- 
74, aid then it is pfedicartd if it , #4 primd mvdoHicends pr ſe ';, Or elſe i poſterio- 
15, and hen it 18 I of it , in ſecxndo motto dicend} per fe. And to ſay that 
Gnne is either of theſe wayes efſentiall to the nature of man, is ſuch pitrifull, and 
prodigious nonſ:nee , as that I cannot thinke it worthy of any ſerious refurarion, 

In aſ*coad place I charge it with Blaſphemy : ir blaſphemes three a&ions , three 
afts of God, 

i. The creation of man. 2. The incarnation of Chriſt, 3. The full glorification 
of the Saints at the reſurretion, | 

t. The creation of man : God was the Aurhour of whatſo:ycr was effcntial} unto 
_ And if finne be eſttnriall unto the nature of man , then God was the Author 
OI j1nne, : 

2. The incarnation of Chriſt + in which God made Chriſt like unto man in ef. 
ſenrialls 3; If Gone then be eilcneiall unto the nature of man , God made Chriſt 
finfull ; a blaſphemy thar I tremble ro mention, = 

3». This op:nion blaſphzmes God's full glorification of rhe Saints in the reſur. 
re&ion , for it affirmes by juſt conſequence, that they ſhall be raiſed with ſinne 
b=cauſe doublefic they ſhall be raiſe4 with wharſoevet is effentiall to the nature of 


man, 

In the third , aad laft place this Tener is chargeable with libertigniſme 3; *Tis a 
licemtious dofrine , and opens a gap tothe greateſt profanenefle; for it rakes a- 
Way all conſcience of finne , all repentance” of i for the time paſt, all caution a« 

ainſt ir for rhe future : Tf finne be eflentiall to the nature of man, what reaſon 
th he to be humbled for it > ro aske God pardon for it >} to make any ſcruple 
of the commirring of it > | 


And thus having briefly performed my promife , and ſatisfied your requeſt, 1 


hall reſt : 
Your afteQionate freind , 
and humble fervanr 


HENRY FEANES, 


| Before rhe'rec2ipr of this , Mr T, E. gave an account unto Dr Taylor of what, 
he remembred in our diſcourſe, and received from him an anſwer , which he con- 
cealed from me untill the delivery of my paper, and then he produced it, This an» 
Fer rogerher with my reply thercunto I thall next offer unto thy Conſideration, 

\ 


To his reſpeffed Freind 
Mr. T. C.theſe, &c. 
Mr. (C. 


thanke you for your letter ,and friendly mmſormation of Mc Jeanes his exception; b 
if be had been. as careſul'to wnderftand as be was forward to objebb, and miſiake » 
he had eaſed you, and me of this little trouble.” Re objebts that T'fay , that tucli- 
1.mtion te finne is no finne , becanfe it is accidental, 'ndt intrinſecall, and eſſentvall: 
#1d be gives reaſons why [ucb a'reaſon 3s abſurd. To all which 1 veturne th ſoft 
#nſmer, that be ſayes true , but nothing 10 the purpoſe. For the thing that 1 was to 
proue then , was the precedent word :.[ that every man is inclined-to<v1ll y ſome 
mores. ſome Jl :. ] that #5, that this inclination to evillu5 not regular and uniferme - 
2 «/ 


and D7r Taylor. 3 


azd therefore 19t aaturall , for as ſor the other clauſe ] it is an effe& or condition 
of nature, bur no finne properly }that was the leſſe priacipall part of the propoſition, 
and to it oaly the firſt reaſon was apportion'd , viz: [ that which is unavo.dable 1s 
not a fin.) But if be bad coaſedered the vilinfſe I was thea upon , be muſt aceds have 
ſrene that I was explicating that clauſe of the Chrrch Aiticle | and is inclincd to e- 
vill } which I was.to ſay, was an inclination not naturall , not watriaſccall , not cſ- 
ſeatiall ; but accidentail : an4W this thiag I purſue , and to this all the other rea- 
ſoas relate to the end of that ſcion , ani none of them , the firſt oaly excepted , rclates 
19 the Litter part of the propoſetion,” which f 1 had left out , and the reaſons ruat'a 

to 41 , the ſenſe had beea as compleat , aa4 my argument not the worſe, and my dif” 
coſe no icſſe pertinent, And ualeſſe he refer the 4 laſt reaſons, that is, all afuct the 
firſt to that clauſe of the variety of our inclination 10 cvill , he will not only miſicke the 
ſecond reaſon , but als the veſt, Beſides this if Mr Jeancs had ſu much ingrautty as 
he pretends to baue Logicke , he would have perceived that ſor me to meane , what he 
ſayes 1 meane , bad been the perf« 6: deſtruftioa of all my diſcourſe, and all my intention, 
for if I bad ſayd, that aothiag cou'd be a fiane 3 but what 1s intrinſecall and tfſeitiall, 
thea I bad affirmed that aot oaly ſome ſinae , but all ſnne had bune naturall. Now 
my Theſis being, that ao ſin,properiy ſuch, is aaturall;it cannot ve imagined that 1 ſhould 
meane what he dreames of:it had not been to my puipoſe , either there or in thewhole que- 
(ton, But all the ſollowing reaſons do ſo explicate ,z and fully manifeſt the meaning of 
the ſecond;that 1 wonder howMr Jeanes if he be that perſon which he would be thougly, 
could miſtake , it , unleſſe he. be alſo that perſon he would not be thought : I could ſay 
many more things , but this being the truth of the buſiacſſe , and the reall purpoſe of 
my diſcourſc, 1 need adde no more ; but one thing 1 canaot but adde to Mr Jeanes , 
that zs , ſince be inſtances in our B, Saviour , be muſt needs allow that concupiſcence, 
taking # ſor thoſe deſires , which are purely naturall , and concreated with us, Cannot 
poſſibly bee a ſiane : Becauſe as Mr Jeanes rightly obſerves , whatſoever is naturall 
to mai, was in Chviſt , becanſe he had all our moere natureybut he had .aot our ſin;thrre- 
fore,qur meere aature bath 19 (nas + for Chriſt was tn all things lik» to us, ſians only 
excepted,bist he took uboa him our nature , and nothing ofthat was excepted;thercfore our 
aature of it ſelfe is not properly ſrafull: nothing of our conſtitution 7s cyimiaall, 

S:'r , I bave given youu a ſaire and caſe anſwer. 1 pray let Mr Jeanes have ſa 
much conveyed to him , as concerncs that part to which be objefts:aad if be writes any 
thing againſt me , let him take notice of this my anſwer, 0r clſe all the n'orld ſhall tzke 
wotice of his impertineat , an4 uningenious dealiag : 1 pray let net this letter goc out of 
your hand , becauſe T have no copy of it , if Mr Jeanes ſhould be troubleſome + But if 
he be , it will be ſufficteat to acquatat his neighbourhood with my defence , for what ke 
{ayes ſhall goe 0 farther. Sir, I hope you will expound this trouble 1 put you to In rea- 
diag a long letter to 'my readineſſe to doe you ſcrvice « an as a ieturne of thoſe great 
kindnrſſes by which you have obliged. : 

. Sts 
Lcalon Fuly ath, Your very affe&ionare friend 
1657. to love and ſerve you 


FER: TAYLOR, 


Letters of the Authour 


Poſiſcripr, 


hope 1 bave ſooken c/early enogh in the explicatiaz,and untying this kaot in the by!- 
ruſh;but if it be nat extreamly plaine, for your own ſatisſattion make but the {ccond 
part of the propoſition to be a Parentheſis 3 thus , beginwng at ( and it is aa ef - 
ſeit, e&rc:unto 2.) and then the thing is extreamely plaine,{0; there the deſigne was oa- 
ly to ſay and prove that although maz. be ( more 0 leſſe, as it happens ) iacliaed tg 
ftane, yet his nature is never the more criminall for that : for it is beſides his nature, it 
is acctdent ill. to it , not bit tht it is aaturall to be inclia-d to ſuch objcfts 3 but that 
this ſho 1a be finfdll is but in ſome caſes , and it is accidentall, and it is becauſe thoſe 


oj bt; were forbidden rfter our nature was y2uen tous, Mon # aatutrally widlined | 


t ſom: things , which are aot ratwially, but a. c:deatally frafulh 


To his Loving reind Ur 
T.C. theſe Cc. 


KY, | 
|| have recziv:d Dr Taylor his letter ſ:nt unto you, bearing date July 4th, What 

defigne you had in conc:aling of it ſo long from me I cann-t guci{e, Bur if you 

had delivered it before I had ſ:nr you my objeRions , you would have eaſ:d me, 
and D7 Taylor of ſome trouble: for 1 ſhould then have 1:t alone theſ; objeEions , 
and have only proved , that I did him no wrong , in charging him with rhe con- 
clufions, againſt which th:ſ: objections were direRed ; to wit, that no ſaze is ac- 
6identall ; thar all finne is efſeatiall, and intrinſecall, 

Two things he layeth to my charge. want of care to.u24ecrſturd him , and d'ſin- 

enutty, 

s ' Do of care to underſtand him, [ 1/ he had been ( be fajt)) as caref.s! to 
underſtand. as be was forward to object , on mijlak' , be had eaſrd you, and mc of 
this little troublz. ] Bur if the Dr had-b:en a man of that ingenuity , which you 
fame him for , he :4ould have confelled his careicfnefſe in ex>cefling of himſzlfe , 
and not have charg:d me with want of care to underſtand, that to bee h's meaniny 
which 1 could not underſtand to bze his meaning without offering violznce to h;s 
woids:he propounds two propofitions ( without any ting , bur a copulative con + 
junR:on interpoſed betwe:ne them ) And unto the laſt of theſe propoſitions h- 
ſubjoynzth 6 reaſons, Now what rulc of Logicke obliged me to cary t'1e 5 laſt of 
theſe reaſons backwards,and to place th:m b:tween the above m:nt,oned propofiti- 
ons, I readily conf:fle my ſcife ro be uterly ignoranc,and ſhall be very ready ro br 
don2 at th: D«Ror's fzert , and-to Jearne any fuch rule of him. If the Dc muſt 
Have ſuch liberty allowed him to make ſuch uncxampled rranſpoſitions , he is a ve- 
ry form:dablz adverſary, not to be coped with by morta!l wights, who cannot 
guclle , how hz will in an after game ſzver thcſ: reaſons , that he hath firſt joyn:d 
tozether, - 

Logicke informeth m2 r'1at ſecondly fgnifes a. relation of order betwixrt it ſc1te 
and firſtiy, Bur now if two reaſons be related unto not one , bur ſeveral concJu- 
m_—_ » I would faine kno why on; ſhould be the firſt , and the other the ſecond 
FemzoN , | 


Bejides * 


and Dr Jer: Taylor. —"— =Y 

Beſides here is a firſt reaſon , thar hath n« ſecond 5e7ſoa following it , vela- 
ting unto the ſame concluſion , There gozth as ſtory of an Alderman in 9.x- 
ford , that upon the read.ng of ſome records touching ſomething contreverted be- 
ewixt the Town, and Univerfity, he brake our into this expreſiliduadets we can 
prove Kiag Heary the 8th to be before King Henry the ſeyznth the Univerſity will 
have the beter of us : But if we can make it good , that K:ng Hrary the 8th vas 
b:fore King Heary the 7th , then there 's ro doubt , b: t that ve ſha'l in this TY 
ticular have a full Corqueſt over the Scholars. 1 take th's to be a fable : } ur 
howevet give me kave to ma{ke avpl:cation of it untu my pee f-nt purpoſe, All the 
wrong, that the Dr can pretend,that I have done himzis beca-'f: 1 did not place [-- 
cordly before firſtly,and if he can miake it good, that I ovght to have placed, ſcon-!- 
ly b<fore fir{{ly, rhen 1 muſt nels conf:fle 1 haye done him a great deale of 11+ 
jury » and tha}l be ready to aske hs pardon;and unlefle ſuch proofe can be mac, 
Crd lay the blame upon the Confuſion , and diſo;der of h's on diſco fo: 
But to goe on, The Dr tels us , that this clauſe [ zt is a effift, or emndition of 
nature, but no ſ61ae proper ly,3s the leſſe principal part of the giok = : ] both clan 
{:s then, according unto h:m, ma'ze bur one propoſition ; and th's is a great fai- 
ling againſt that Logicke , wh.ch the learned hav: hitherto nſ:d; for by that, 
th.{: rwo claufcs are not parts of one propoſition , tut ſevcrajl,intirc, diſtin& pro» 
poſir.ons, : 

Bur perhaps he may ſay, that they make one compornded propoſition, 

Unto this I ſhall reply , ' 1, That a compounded propoſiticn conſiſts ever of 
ſimple propoſitions, Now the laſt of theſe clauſes ( ro ſay nothing of the rt ) 
is a compounded propoſition it ſelfe, for it is an advarſative propofit'on; and 
threfore, though theſe two clauſes _ make an aggregat.on of ſeverall propo- 
fir:ons , yet they can never concurre to th2 Compoſition of one. 

2, If both clauſes make one comwounded propoſition , then it is a copulative 
propoſition 3 becauſe they are knit together by a copulative conjun&tion 3 Now a 
copulative propoſition is Nor true , unlefle all paits. be true 3 and corſequ:ntly ir 
is not proved to be true , unleſle all parrs bz proved to be true : Now the Doctor 
for the proofe <« this prerended copulative propoſition jumbleth rogether 6 reca- _ 
fans without any note cf diſtinction to dire the Reader, unto which part of the 
propoſition ( as he cals it ) he ſhould apply the ſeve. ali rzafons : and whether 
t''s provfe of a copulative prop: fir.on be no 1llogcall , I app:aleuntv any man , 
rat knowes any thing in Logicke, 

He informs you,that the ficit reaſon is apport;cned ro be unto the latter part of the 
propofrion (as he ca!s x) and the 5 arher reaſons unto rhe firit part of the propoſi- 
t.on But what precept of Logicke,or Grammar I have tranſgreſi6d in not making 
ſach a diſtribution , or application of his reaſons, he doth nut acqua;nt you. 

Rut th: Don direfts you unto 12y0 wayes for the finding out of his mcan'rg, 

The Firft to J:ave out the ſeccnd clauſe , and the reaſon relating tnto it, 7f I 
ha ( fa:rh hz ) left ont the latter part of the propoſit.0a , and the reaſons relating 
to it , my ſenſe had been as compleat , and my argument aut the worſe, and my diſ- 
core no leſſe pertinert. 

Kurt the ſ:cond clauſ: being left in, pertutbcth, and confounderh rhe ſenſe , and 
occaſioneth the miſta'ze : and who ( 1 pray ) - is to be blamed, the Dr for pur- 
ting ir into the Syntheſis,or I for ſtill keeping ir in the Analyſis of his worgs> It 
would be a ſtrange, and unheard of way of analyſing , rHNat a Reader ſhould loppe 
of two lines at a time of an-aurhour : But it ſhould ſeeme wee are ro make ſuch 

6s & 1 defalkat.ons 
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warrant , and obligation. 

A ſecoad way , which wiil make it extreamly plaine ( as he tels you in the 
yoltſcripr ) is to make the ſecond part of the propoſition ( as he termes ir ) and 
the reaſon relatit!g unto it to be a Pareatheſis, | 

Bur, 1. that tis was not brought in by way of Parentheſis , who is in the 


defa! 'rations tro mals your great Dr ſpeake ſenſz ; only 1 would know by whar 


- fault > 


Again2, 2. The Dr hath told us , that it is the ſ:cond part of the ſame pro- 
poſir.on with the toregoing clauſe, and.if ſo, then ic cannot be inſertcd as a Pa- 
renthcfis berwixt it , and the following propoſition, | 

And beſides, 3, If he bring in the words: only by way of Parentheſis , I would 
faine know what 5s to be done with 21y, in this caſe he muſt new 6gure, and num- 
ber his reaſons, That which he fGigureth to be the ſecond reaſon, muſt be the 
firſt , and his ſix reaſons will prove to be but five, 

The ſecond thing that he chargeth me with is difingenuity. Beſides this ( ſaith 
he ) if Mr FJeanes bad ſo much ingeanity , as be pretends-to bave Logicke , be would 
have percerved , &c, 7 

1, As what he ſpeakes of my pretending unto Logicke , I thinke unworthy of 
= -"þ , and hall leave it unto the Reader to judge of the wit , and ingenuis 
ty thereof, , 

, 2, Ir is no difingenuous part in me to charge the Dr with a concluſion , that 
1 prove h's werds to be guilty of : For as for his mzaning , I cannot guelle ar it, 
bur by his words , bur I believe the unpartiall Reader , will Judge ita very high 
pvinr of difingenuity in the Dr , not to acknowledge the incommodious ſtrufture 
of his words, 

Bur jer us heare wherein my diſingenuity conſiſls, 1 Ir Feares ( faith he ) 
had ſo much imgenuty az he preten:ls to have Logicke , he would have perceived that 
ſor me to mecae , what he ſayes I meane , had been the perſctt deſtruttion of all my diſe 
coisrſe, and all my intention, | 

If this be all ; The Dr hath no reaſon to charge me with want of ingenuity in 
this particular ; for I doz very well perceive , that for him ro megne, what I fay, 
his words hold forth ( for as fur any ſecret, and reſerved meaning , I have no- 
thing to doe with ) had been the perfe& deſtrution,_of all his diſcourſe , &c, 
But I bzJicve the Dofto'rs nieaning is , thar it is an ,ingenuous part in me to 
think it poſtible , or probable for him to aſſert any thing , thart is the perfe& de- 
ſtruion of all his diſcourſe , and all his intention. Now .this I utterly deny, 
I have no ſuch apprehenfion of the DoRor's infall. bility; bur rake him to be a 
man as likely to contrad:& himfelfe , as other mortals, 

Thete is 6ne thing more, that the Dr add's concerning our blefled Saviour,that 
concupiſcence taking it fo: rhoſe d:fires , which are purely naturall , and concrea- 
ted is no finne , -becauſe it was in Chriſt, 

Unto which 1 anſwer that this is nothing unto the purpoſe; for the concupi- 
_ in controveiſy is prerternaturall , and never created y or concreared by 

It is an inclination umo evill ; and therefore irregular , and diſorderly : it is 
that which the Apoſtle ternmeth , the ſin , that dweJlcth4a him, Row.7.17: which 
mare bim doe that evill , which he would aot , verſ: 19 : which be bated, val: 15. 
The law of his members warring againſt the law -of his miad,verſ: 23 : the body of 
this death , from which be deſsred to be delivered , veil 5 24; And ( werkinks ) ” 

| 0 
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and Dr iFer: Taylor. 
ſhould be affraid to afcribe this concupiſcence unto Jeſus Chriſt, who was the 
Lambe of God without blemiſh , and withour ſpot , 1 Pet, x, 19 : holy, harme- 
jefle, undefited , ſeparate from finners, Heb, 7. 25": And thns 1 have accor- 
ding unto the Doftor*s defire, taken notice of h's anſwer , and ſhall not be ſo ha- 
Ny as to write any thing againſt him, bur that I ſhall ſtay a convenient time to 
heare the uttermoſt , that he can ſay ; and when our Paper ſhall be made Pub 
lice unto all the World , I doe not doubt but there wili be more that will ac- 
cuſe hin of incogitancy,than me of impertinency,Many ingenious and learned men,, 
and ſome , that otherwiſe admire the Dr , have made rhe ſame conſtriiion of his 
words, that I have , and thougint rhat , he here forgat himiſelf2, I am informed 
thar the Dr in a lx=ter anto- you, tels you, that he deſires not to bee troubl:d 
with my trifing Logicke, 1 hope he reviles not Logicke as trifling , for then L 
know in what herd of writers to ranke him , and ſhould decline him as an irra- 
tionall adyziſary , who is an enemy to the very art of reaſon. 

But ir is not Logicke it ſelfe I believe , but my Logicke , that he thus b:- 
ſpatrers : and if it be ſo, I ſhall rermne nothing unto this his cenſure , bur 
leave ou , and othzrs his admirers to judge of the humility , and ingenuiry 
thereof, 

I have heard that the Dr hath printed a very good Grammar , if he will alſo 
publiſh a Logicke,for the berrer informarion of ſuch triflers as my ſelfe , I doe aſ- 
fure you, that I will very diligently peruſe it , and if it be more {olid, weighty,and 
ſerious , than thoſe which I have hitherto read , give him many thankes for ir. 
; As for his laſt letter , 1 have not yer had the leaſure fully to peruſe it , but by 
that curſory view which I have taken of it,I find it to be as empry of reaſon, (thoug 
fuller-of paſſion ) as the former : you have given it our that it is unanſwera- 
ble ; bur I ſhall defire you to have a little patiencce,and if 1 doe not give ir a ſa- 
risfying anſwer,'l ſhall fubmic unto what penance you will injoyne me, In gr:at 


haſt I reſt, 
Your affeQionate ficind, 
{bedzoy Auguſt 31, and ſervant , 
1657» HENRY FEANES, 


Mr C. thought , that the DoGtor*s letter would ſuperſede all further d:{puta- 
tion 3 but perceiving that 1 was unſatisfied',-and that I intended a replication, he 
conveyed my” obje&ions unto the Door , which begar a very angry letter front 
him ; unto which he would not youchſafe ſo much as a ſuperſcriprion ; kurt 1 ſaw 
the Contents concerned me , and therefore unto thee I ſhall preſent it , rogerher 
with my-anſwer thereunto , ſubmitting both unto thy ccnſure , and fo ſhall reſt 

Devoted to thy ſpirituall fervice 
HENRY FEANES *© 
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Sir 
/ unlerſtand by'my very good. freiad Mr To, C that you are very much troubled at a 
paſſage in my [ further .explication. of originall ſin ] yag : 496 © The words ave 
theſe { that every man is inclined to evill , ſome more , ſome lefle, bur all in | 
ſome inſtances , is very true , and it 3s an effe& , or condition of nature; bur no 
ſmne.properly, ] The offence you concerve is becauſe , one of the reaſons 1 bring to 
vrowe 2t is , becauſe it js accidentall ro nature , not intrinſecall and Co 
#p0R- 
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unon this you fancy that T intend that ' all (ane is iatvinſecall and. eſſentiall to nature ; 
which indeed if I bat ſaid , 1 had been as weiy a fool as you concerve me. , and woiſez 
for beſides the reaſons you are pleaſ”d to ovjefs , which I am 30 way by this cottccra'd 
10 exiniac , I had deſtrozed my main? intention aay, that which I was proving in. that 
wry blace 3, for my works there was to prove that ao ſinne 15, 07 Cai be naturall, 

, Now thea although Ik'yw you could cafily have underſtood what 1 did and muſt 
weane there 3 yet becauſe you are pleaſed not to doe it 3 I will doint in out to you. To 
þ-incl.ned to evill is ancff-& or condition of nature 3 bur no finne properly , 
wit: of aafl&re;, for that is the ſubjects of the % ueſtion 5; whether zaclization to evill 
be aa «ff«& of vature , or aa in5creat priaciple of evall ; a fiance aaturall aad aeccſſ2;y, 
Now that it 1 ;0t this , 1 doc ſuppoſe that reaſon z which you ſo miſconſtrued compe- 
teat £ vers It 1s not a aturlll or acceſſary ſizae » a0t a finne of our nature , becauſe 
it is acc;denrall to nature , not intcin(..call , not effentiall ; If zt be is our Zature , 
t muſt be a1turaily 1aſcyrrableyit mall be at. firſt,it muſt be ta all perſoas, that have our 
naliite. And this is my meaninzzanl that you may a0t be troubled at the word eflenrial;r 
mea:ie 2t not 32 the [trift phyficall, but ia the mozall ſeaſe ; that which is aot aſter our 
act cbut together with it tn reall beingzand I explicate. it,by intrinſecail;I opoſe it to 
accidcntall; ( in this icrſor) and to | ſuperinduc'd ] 2 the n:xt, $27 1 did eve 
an accoiat to Mr C. in a letter to him , which I know was ſufficient , aud 
= Gnas; > fur cuJus eſt loqui , cus elt interpierari; I to!d you perfebily what is my 
mecn'ng, tt is very plain: by the whole deſigne of that , that it muſt be my meaning ; it 
3s alſo cleare enough an Wy caſy in the expreſſior , and therefore I aow appeale to 
your anzenuity , wither you ought to hauc made ſuch trageircs with that wyich common 
[caſe would have mide plaiac to you , un'eſſe you had received a prejudice. 

Aad now Sin, to your two ſyllogiſines," be pleaſed to the ſubjeft of the two majors, 
to adde bi this qualification 3 | aaturall | and try if thoſe horrid coaſequents will fol- 
low which you affixed to your own gawiulwoy, | 

But I ſha'l for this oace . conſider the particulars, 

1. You charge it with nonſenſe 5 but with your favour you prove it moſt pitifully , 
your reaſon is,that to ſay{eſſentiall ]'s predicated of (fn Yin either of the two wayes,di- 
cendi per ſe,zs ſuch pitiful and prodigions ao:ſcaſc,that you think? itaot worthy of aay ſe- 
r:0%4s reſutatzon:{o that this is your argument | to ſay that ſin is eſſentiall is prodigious and 
pitiſ:ull aoufeaſe; g.1it 2s prodigious and pitiful nonſeaſe]ſurely a good argument;or thus,that 
wich is ſuch aoaſeaſe that you thiak? at worthy of veſutation , is certaaly nonſenſe : 
but to ſay that fiz42 is efſentiall is ſuch noaſeaſe that you thinke not worthy of refute: 
therefore it is aon'en'e. 1 doz not ſay your argument is not'enſe, but I am ſure it is a0 
arg int , ml:ſſe a bol4 afficmative be - a ſufficient proofe in your Logick', But to the 
t9'2g that fi ine 3s eſſextiall, is indeed ſalſe 10 ſay , bit to ſay (0, is aot nv1ſenſe, And 
whereas yt will ſuv:oſe me tofſayſo , you are uncharitable , a1d ſomething unreaſona- 
ble ia it : for 1 was to prove that macl:aation to ſianc, was not a (inns of our nature ( as 
was preterded, ) becauſe wit was aatural , is intriaſecall and eſſeatiall, as docibi- 
[ty to n14;wh:c1 beca ;ſe to be i2:1:2e4 ty ſinne is n9t,0, it is not aſi nyvir: of natures 

Tn the next place you charge this with blaſphemy If I had (ain or m: aut what you vre- 
tead-; you bal reaſon, But then pray conſider how your charne will returne really upon 

your fille. For if it be blaſvneny to affirme Gol to be the Authour of finne; then what 

1 derii”d from Adam ts 10 fine , for that Adomrs finne ſk ould deſcend upon me, 1 de- 
rand, who was the Aruthor of that ? If you pleaſe you may take time to conſider it > but 

in the znterim, if you be pleaſed to read a little diſcourſe of mine called Deus juſtifica- 
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tx, you ſhall find my Dneflion not to be anſwered by you , if youu have ans repard 10 the 
«thority, oi 10 the reaſon of Mr Calvin, Dr Tw.fle, and ſome other Bicuts uf y0167 paws 
ty, Your {ſecond charge of Blaſpemy , is that my weaſon. does by tmplicat:io 110! 
Criſt ia the guilt of finnc 5 becauſe whatſoever is eſſentiall be had. But ti if you ' 
rememoer , that I ſay avt , trat franc 3s eſſential! ; and that T briaz the reverſe of tint 
wry argument cgalnſs your paity ani opinion in fome of my late di{corfes , 40s 
b.ve reajon 10 ſh..k: the fire out of your owas bojome , not to till me , that 1 bins, 
For if tn< ltitation 1 ſinac be a (inne naturaily , aal derived from our Paien's , 1 de- 
12ard whether or no bad act Chi:lt all aaturall deferes? If be bad not, be was act c 82% 
':6t man, If be bad thin all aaturall difire tare not natural ſirs,for if you ſay they be 
youu ave tie Viaſphemer by the coxſrquence of your affirmative ; not I: Bu! Gol furbrd 
wat exther of ns ſhould, Your thurd reaſon alſo is as pretty. For fits 1 dew ina 
whether a poſſuvlity to ſinae be not of the aatwie of man ( for that is all 1 mean 
by cſſuati:l, ) If it be rot; Low came Adam to ſinne bus firſt (ing ? 1f it ot; I athe 
whecher ſhait the Satits tz the reſurrcttion he raiſed Hp with it or 70 ? If yea 
tc yo bia'pheme God's fis!! g/ortfication of the Satats in the reſurre'or , ſor impec- 
cabj.ty ts certaialy a pait of their full g o:3firation 3 If nay , then it 25 20 dlaſphems 
is ſay that ti the re{urreb-04 the Saznts jhall be raiſed up without ſending that ts «ſ- 
{eautzlt to themyor of th:tr nature, But Str,y;h.tt thigke you of mortality? 13 that «|: a- 
ital!, or of the aature of man ? I ſuppoſe you will not deny it, Bitt yet I aiſo bilieue 
30:3 will coaſeſſe that tho:gh we are ſorze a corruptible boy, yet we ſhall be raiſed an 
100Tuptible, and the mortall ſhall put oa immortality, Once more, is it natuall ts ve 
aaturallethat will ao! be deayed; but thea remunber that although to be aatiriall is eſftir - 
tiall,that 15,0f the eſſence of the body.yet the natural Lody ſholl rife withort Us naturalitt, 
it is [owne a naurall body, 11 is raiſed a ſpirituall, So that 301 ſce if 1 had ſaid this 
which you charge upon me , which is ſo contrary to my thoughts , and fo aga'aft my 
p:srpoſe » yet your arguments could not have uverthrowns it. It is 20d advice, 
5 947A 1a av x; Cozy Thi er uzIns, If you bad been pleaſed to bave learn'd n.y 
meaning, before you bad publiſhed your diſlike , I ſhowuli have oteemed my ſelfe obligd 
to you 8 a great acknowledgmnt: now you bave ſaid very much evill of me, though I de- 
ſerc/d it not, For ſuppoſe Thad a9! proſperouſly enough expreſſ d m; me:niaz; yet yau 
nho are a man of wit and parts could eaſily have diſccrud my purpoſe end 
my deſpzne, yew Could nut but kiow and confiacr too, that my great defigne 
was to ſay, that ſx442 coul1 not be natural; that it is ſo ſar from beingeſſentiall, that its 
is 0t ſo much as ſubjctt:d in our common nature , vut mm our perſoas only, B:t befede 
this Sir , I am a little to comPlaine of you , that when you had two words it your choice 
ts explicate each other, ( intriaſecall and efſcatial!) you would tabe the hardeſt oad the 
worſt ſenſe , not the eaſicſt and moſt ready : for you cannot bit know tht ( ofjeatiall ) is 
aot alwayes to ve takca 12 the ſtrift:ſt ſenſe of Philoſd2bygps that which is coaſt tutive of a 
aaturebut largely and for all forts of propricties,and the wauwſall accidents of aatisies as 
1! x5 eſſential to may to laugh, to ve capable of 'earningto be mortall, to hate a body of con- 
tary qualities,and eonſcquently by ature corruptibles and in a ror alt diſcorr'e to cal! for 
iactaphyſicall (iga! fications , and mt to be content with roar ad exarrell, ircy procecd 
from an itch.to quarrel »but not from that ingenuity which will bezuur aad mm; beſt orgamcat, 
Although I have ant mich ts doe with it , yit bee ruſe you are ſo great a L0: 15 an , and 
ſo zreat an admirer of that,which every oue of your Pupi's kaowes 1 meanr, Prophyi'es de- 
fin'tion of an accident : 1 tare not if Tell you, that the defia t.oa bs impvfett and (ilſe, © 
t is aot convertible with the Definitums For euneſſexttoll things may be t.:bin away, 
lincanteritu ſubjeRi, 1 inſtance: ue ym » 7s efſcatiall to a Ledy, and to 
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Dave ſucceſſion of duration ; but yet in the reſurretiion, when bodies ſhall be ſpiritual 


ad eteraul, thoſe other which are now Eſſeatial predicates ſhall be tckea away, and Yet - 


the ſubi:@ remain, aud be improv'd to bigher and more noble predicates. This I have 
here /it down, not that 1 at all value the provleme whether tt be ſo of 20 ;, but that 304 
may aot thiak me a Socini.ta paiticular'y tn this Articieyor that I th!ck the bodies in the 
Tefc:xre tion ſha! be ſpecifically diſtiaft {rom what they are: I belteve them the ſame boates, 
ba: eaob'e-l 1a their wery beings : For to a Specifical and ſubſtantial change, is required 
that there be an. iatroduttion of new forms ; but yet the improving of Eſſential. predi- 
cates, is a9 ipecification of ſubj: tis, but melior ation of the firſt : But the conſequent 
is, that ab-il:, & adcfle, &c. is avt an excellrat definition of an accident. And yet 


ſuither, it follows, That if ſi2 were as eſſcatial to a man, as mortality is, or to be 


q4.1atitutive, yt there is ao more aced that a mat ſhould riſe with ſia, then with mor- 
zality : But Ariſtorles Philoſo;hy, and Porphyries Comment 1:y, are but ill meaſures in 
Theology ; and you ſhou'd ao well t9 ſcoure brizht that armor 44 which you truſt, which 
wales it be pridently conduttel, it will wh a man a Sophiſter, rather thea a Ti:co- 
logue; but you are wiſer, I have oacly this one thing to adde, That the common diſ- 
courſes of Origiaal ſen, mok? (ia to be natural, necef}.iiy and un 10idable ; ad thy 
way nut 1 uſe your own words ? This Tenet is chargeable with Libertiniſm : Ir is a 
Ec:ntious Doctrine, and opens a gap tothe grearcſt prophanen-ſs : For ir rakes a- 
way all conſcience of fin, all repcurance of it for the rime paſt, If ſa be n.:t1;- 
ral, ncceſſ ary, and unrvoidable, as it is tous, if we durive #: from Adam, &c, What 
reaſon hath he ro be humbled for it, and to ask God pardon for it > ſo that you haz e 
done well azainſt your own Opinion 3 and if I hal not uſed the argument before, I ſhou!d 
| have had reaſon to thank you for it : Now as it is, you are further 10 coaftder it, not 1, 
Sir, Thugh 1 bave weaſon to give yw the priority ua every toing elſe, yet in civilityl 
bave = out-don" you ; You were offcaled at a paſſage, which you might eaſply, but 
wou'd not underſiaad : You have wrged arguments againfs me, which Turn upon your 
01 bead : The Propofstion you charge me withal,l own ao! i any of yout ſenſes,no;( as 
70s ſet it down) in: any at all z, aad yet your Arguments do not ſubſtantially or rationally 
confute it, if 1 bad ſa'd ſo : Beſides all this, you bave uſed your pleaſire uv01 me, you 
bave reviPd me, (lighted me, ſcorn'd me, untempred , waprocoked . yo never ſeat to 
me civil; to give you ſatisf attion ia your objett on: bt ta'k'd it in my abſexſe, and to my 
#rejudice ; yet 1 brve ſcat you a anſwer, T bove ſatisf.1Flory, an1 tozether with it a loag 
Letter, which 1# the midft of my many affairs, aa1 ſtratta'd condition, is more then 
1 can agaii afford : And after all this, 1 aſſure you that 1 will pray ſor you, and fpeak 
ſuch good things of you, a5 1 can fade, or bear to be in you, and profeſs my ſelf, and 
really be, 


Auguſt 15, Sir, Your affeRionare Friend and Szryant in our 
1657. bletled Lord and Saviour Ieſus. 
Fer: Taylor. 


Poſlfcripe, 


and Dr Fer: Taylor: 
Poſtſcript, 


Sir, I recerved yours late laft night, and 1 have returned you this,early this m0ning, 
that 1 might i every thing be icSpedtive of you ; but 1 deſire 30t 10 be troubled with any 
thing that 1s not very material , for I have buſencſs of much grcater coxcernment ; ncl- 
ther can 1 draw the ſaw of contention with any man about things leſs pertineat. 1 ex- 
pect 20 anſwer, I need n01e, 1 deſire none ; but expect that you will impioy your 200d 
parts z# any thing rather, then in beiag ingenioſus in alicno i:bro ; Yowr talcats cw 
better (zf jou pleaſe) ſerve God, then by cauclling with, or ve!thout 7e7/08, 


To the Reverend and Learned, Dr. 7:remy T aylor. 


SIR, 
, Har you mean, by my being very much troubled ar a paſlage in your fur- 
VV ther Explication of Original Sin, I know not ; Indeed 1 expretied unte 
Mr. T, {. my diſlike of it,and charged it with nonſenſe and Blaſphemy : 
P.nd this charge I have proved 3 and now ſhall briefly vindicate the proof of ir, fiomn 
your Reply inthis my Rejoynder, Youte!] me, that your wor in that very place, 
is to proye, That no fin is, or can benaturai : Now I cannot fginde any thing ſound - 
ing that way within forty lincs of theſe words ; and thar it was my duty to look fur 
gher for the Coherence of them, I confeſs, I knew not. Another great miſtake al- 
ſo, it ſeems I have commitred 3 in that I have not ſo high thoughts of you, as to 
think it impoſsible, or very unlikely, that you ſhould be ſo uncaurelous as to drop 
any contradiction unto your main intention: And this is an crror that I can hardly 
ſhake off as yer ; but I do aflure you, that I ſhall endeavour to have as reverend an 
_ of you as I poſibly can z onely, I ſhall never exempt you from a poſs:b.1.ty 
et crring : never thinkthat you fit upon a Chair made of Iriſh Timber, that can- 
not endure a venomous Spider to hang his web thereon, I ſhall, for that which 
followeth, inſert the words of your Letter verbatim, that the Readzr may the bcter 
compare them and my anſwer togerher, 


Dr. Taylor. 


Now althouzh 1 k:ow you co:11d eaſily have uaderſtood what 1 did, and muſt mean 
there; yet, becauſe you are pleaſed not to do it, 1 ſhall point it to y08. 


7 canes. 


I wonder why you ſhould think it ſo eafic a matter to underſtand your meaning, 
{:eing you, who are the Author, d-.ffer 'from your ſelf in aſs;gning what it is; tor .n 
vour Letter unto Mr, C, you apportion'd this ſecond Reaſon ſolely unto the farit 
Clauſe ; That every maz 1s inclined to evil, ſome more, ſome leſs, but all, ia. ſome in; 
(tances is very true ; And here in your Letter ro me, you apply it unto the ſecond 
Clauſe : It i5-as effett or condituon of nature, but no ſin properly, Suppol2 I were at 
aloſs, yer you have no reaſon to blames me, until yau agree with your f:If; 1 have 
19 Spettacles ro look into your meaning, bur your words, and that they ere rela- 
ted onely unto one Propoſition, as'a reaſon thereof ; and yer related ro two Provo- 
{xians, as a proof of cach, was a thing that I could never poſsbly d.vine, nor 

7 * BEeesd cannot 
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cannot yer undzritand ; and herein, I am afraid, you are as unable to teach me 
hos this can bz, as 1 am uncapable of learning ; bur if you can teach any ſuch 
thing unto me, you ſhall finde me, though perhaps not an apt, yt a willing and 
than'ui Scholar : Bur to deal plainly with you, I am very confident thar your 
aords in thereſ:lves hold forth neither of het: ſenſcs hat you propound ; and it by 
d.nt cf a-gumcnt you can prove either of them from your words, you ſhall have ny 
mot penirent and ſnbm five confeſs.on of my miſtale, and (ball have full leave to 
preſcribe me as public and ſhameful a fſaristaQtion, as you can think on; unto 
which, 1 d» prom'ſ: to conform ny {:1f, Bur let us hear how you po.nt out your 


m2an.ng to mc, 
Dr. Taylor, 


Yet bicarſe you are pleriſed ant to naderſiand what I did, ani wit men thize, 1 
will point it ot to vous + Tobe inc ind 10 evil, Is an ffifi or condition of aatic, buy an 
pap operly, viz. of nature ; ſor that is the ſubjctt of the queſtio1, whetner tact aat;on 
wato ecil be ai eftet of nature, or aa *aberent priaciple of evils a fin natural and ag- 
ceſſairy ? Now that it is aot this, 1 do ſupboſe that reaſons which 30.4 ſo n1{conſtrued, 
competent, v.z. it is not a aatura!, on neceſſary ſin, avt a ſis of our a.dure, beccnſe it is 
&ccident al to natwie, not intiinſecal, aot eſſent'al, 


7cantes. 


To reſcue your ſ:cond reafon from that which I charge it with, you are fa'n ” 
make an add tional ſupply unto the Propoſition ; unto which, you ſay, your ſccond 
reaſon is competent, To be inci.ned to ev:l, &c, is no fin pioperly , no natural 
and neccf]aiy fin, no inherent Principle of evil. Now unto this add:tion 1 ſhall 
ap: ly your words that you have concerning Bizins and Baron'ns in the like caſe 3 who 
ther it i2ay be al'owed you by a3y I cenſe, leſs thea Poctical, let Criticks jade £: Surly, 

Sir, if the moſt of your Writings be thus elliprical, they will be uninrellg.ble un- 
to me without a Cummentary, and if you mult be indulged the liberty of making 
ſvch interpolat:ons, all the Vn: verſitics in Chriſtendom ace no match to difpure 
wit't You, | 

Eur to infiſt a [tile upon the examination of this Inte: polation. 

1. Youſcem to make equivalent theſe rwo provoſit.ons ; Incliaut 02to 0:4, 45 29 
ehercat princaple of evil, Intlinat'on to evil, is a fn antral! and n:iceſſarys Burlam 
utterly unſar:sFed roucting this their equivalency, and ſhall defireyou to clear it up 
wt Me, | 

Nay further, I very much queſtion the truth of the frſt Propoſition ; tis 771 (5ua- 
7 04. 10 evil, 1s not 44 3ahercat principle of evil; and (hall intreat you to inform mie, 
whether you deny it to be a priuczple of ev.1, or an inherent principle, and think it 
onely adverei?, c:icumtant, or th2 Lke : buc I believe you will tell me of ſome Ellips 
K.. in your words, that I onght to underſtand, and ſupply ſomething ro niake out your 
f-aſ> + What it is, I will nor adycnture to gucſs ar, but leave it to you to expreſs it 
your ſcJE SLICE 

Secoally, The concluſion that is confirmed by your ſecond Reaſon, is the ſame 
withthat which is proved by vour firſt Reaſon ; and that was, that inclination to e- 
vil was no fin, without the additional Epithers of natural and neceſſary. It is #0 ſir, 
{ay yo't, properly 5, becauſe, thit which is unavoidable, is no ſin. ; and indeed, the un- 
avvidablencſs of ous inclination to evil, may be a-probable argument that ir is no 
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fin, and require an anſwer 3 but no competent reaſon at all to prove it not ro be 
narural.and neceflary ; Zur ſeeing you ſay, it muſt be your meaning that theſe Epi- 
thers ſhouid be interpoſed, we will tor onc: ſuppcſ- it, tor Diſputat:on ſale, and ſ:e 
whether we can underſtand by any means what you would haye, 

1. Youſay, your meaning in your concluſion 1s, that inc 'tnction to evil is a0 ſin, 
viz, of aatute, which I ſhail conſider ancn, when 1 ſhall come < examine t'1at 
ſubtilry of yours, That ſi is a0t ſo much as ſ1.bj:ed in our common nature, 

2, Let us inquire what you mean by zaturel and neceſſary, 

1. Whar you mean by aatural : There be divers Significations of the word natu- 
1al, which arc impert.nent ro our preſ:nt Diſcourſe,and therefore I ſtall omit them, 
1 ſuppoſe that you take natura), either for that, which is ſo termed, #2 regard of c07.- 
nwexton with our nature, or clic in reſpe& of Phyſecal, and aeceſſary reſultancy ſrom 
017” ate, 

It you take it for that, which is ſorermed, zz regard of connexion with our nature, 
which is cocvaj with our nature, derived unto rs in the Nativity and Concept.on 
of cur nature , then your ſecond Reaſon is Tautological, a moſt pitifull and m.ſer- 
able begging of rhe quzſtion,for you tell us afterward,rhart by effential,you mean thar - 
nhich :s aot cſtc;r our aature, but tozcthcr with it in real being 3 and then, there w:1l 
bz no more difference berwixt eficntial and natural, in this acception of it, then 
there is berwixt eaſes apd gladius, and fo your Argument explained will ſtand 
thus, 

Inclinat.on to evil is not connexed with ouwr nature ; becauſe it is not connexed 
w:th our nature : it is not coeval with our narme, derived unto us in the Conception 
and Nativity of our nature z beeauſe it is after our nature, and net together with it 
in real being, | 

2, If you tae natural, in regard of acceſſary reſultcncy from our nature; then 
your Argument is impe!tinent, and concerns not thoſe whom you oppoſe 3 for rhey 
deny, as well as you, that incl'nation unto ev.l is natural in ſuch a ſenſe : Ler two 

fpcax forall. | ; 351-936 3 

Firſt, Biſhop Datenant in his Determinations, where his determinaricn cf. rhe 
ſixreenth Queſt.on, is, Protitas od malum no flut ex principus nature integie. 

The ſ:cond is Dr. Baro in his Meraphyſicks, pag, 255. Theolog? noftri aſſeruat, 
coacnpiſcentiam aut's modo efſe quid neceſſarto conſeq eas aaturam huicaam ia ſe e- 
frims er id:o dicunrt eam coffe quid ſupcradditunm, &+ adveat.ttum, tt aniito 1:0in.- 
2%; exiſt.as poſt 'apſum. 

But perhaps you may pitch upon ſome orher acceprion of natural ; if you doz, 1 
ſha'l beſecch you not to chide me, bur to cert.he- my miſtake by explicat:on of your 
meaning 3; for 1 have done wy b.t ro bolt ix out, and muſt needs profeſs, that ] can- 
nor gu. fs at ary other Fgn:fication of natura!, which you can here in this place with 
any probab.1 ry pretend unto : Bur if you can acquaint me with any ocher,* when 1 
know it, I thail be ready to exaraine it, . 

But to procecd unto the next Epichete necegary : When you ſaid, that an incli- 
nar:on to evil was not properly a fan, your meaning was {you ſay) that it was not a 
neceflary fn, : re ; hoe £ 

Put then I defire to know how your firſt Reaſon will be ſuited unto this concluſion, 
for your firſt Reaſon ſtands thus, becauſe rhar which is unavoidable, is nor fin ; and 
I :x0uld intreat you alſo to inform us, what is the difference here berwixt necetlary 
and unavoidable ; for if there be.no difference, I ſhall ſbrewdly ſuſpeR your argu- 
wents fick of rhat infirmity, called petitio priacipit. X 

ur 
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But perhaps we muſt here make he 1.ke ſapply, an4 underſtand you thus, becauſe 
that which is unavoidable is not a necef{aty fin z if ſo, your Argument reduced un- 
to form, will run thus, 

Nothirg that is un2yoidable can be a necefary fin : But an inclination to eyil is 
unavoidable ; Therefore it is net a neceflary fin. 

Vnto your mayo: I ſay, that though unavoidableneſs, in one ſenſe, may carry a 
repugnancy unto ſin, yer nct to neceliary ; it may prove a thing not to be a ſin, bur 
it macs noth.ng againſt its being neceflary ; for that which is unavoidable, may be, 
and is neceflary ; it is probabie therefore, thar neceſſary was never in your firſt 
thoughts, but put in, to ſecure your ſecond Reaſon from mine Objections a- 
gainſt ir, | 

However, yet ſhall here propound and apply a diſtinQion of neccMſary, uſnall 
Dr. FAw: among your Antagoniſts : * A thing, ſay they, may be ſaid to be neceſlary, in re- 
Rezaol4s 3 gard of either primitive and created, or coaſequeat and coatratied neceſſity. 
Treatiſes, If you ſpeakof that, which is neceſſary with that neceflity, which is primitive and 
pag: 209, Created, then indeed 1 grant your concluſion true, and your ſecond reaſon compe- 

tent unt9 it: Inclination unto evil is not a neceflary fin, in regard of a Primiriy: 
and Created neceſsity, 

But now this were utte:ly beſides the main of your intention, for here you would 
fghr with nothing but your own ſhadow, becauſe your adverſaries do not avouch 
ſuch a neceſſity in our inclination to evil, but defie and abhor it more then your 
ſelf ; and you cannot affix any ſuchching unto them, unleſs you grofly calumni- 
'are them. 

If you ſpeak of that which is neceſſary, with a conſequent and contratted neceſſ- | 
ty ; then your concluſion is falſe, and your ſecond reaſon no confirmation thereof; KY | 
if it be pur into form, it will make up two Syllogiſms. ; 


The farſt Syllogiſm, 
Norhing thar is accidental, can be a fin neceflary, with a conſequent and contra- 
Acd necellny, | | 
Bur our inclination roey:l is accidental. | 
Therefore it is not a neceflary fin in reſpe& of a conſequent and contrafted ne- 


cellty. 
The ſecond Syllogiſm. 
Every thing that is neceflary in reſpc& of a conſequent and contraQted neeeſiny, 
3s intrinſecal and effent:al, 
Burt zncl:nation to evil is not intrinſecal and eſſential, , 
- It is not neceflary, in regard of a ' conſequent and contraſted ne= F © 
cefſiry. , 
The major in both Syllogiſms is ey;dently falſe, as will appear, when you attempt 
the proof of them : and I am very confident, you never will own them, if you can 
any othcr way ſhift off my objections, | 
Inthe next place, we have a ſtrange Paradox of yours, which I underſtand not, 
I ſhall propound{/ir, and briefly conſider it, f 


{ Dr. Taylor. 


If if lein oar natuie, it muſt be naturally inſeparable; it muſt be # firft, it muſt be 
8 all perſons that have our nate. 294105 of 7 ” 
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I ſhall not peremptorily charge this Propoſition with falſhood, until I know how 
you explicate it, and yer I will tell yeu what 1eaſon I have to ſuſpeRt ir to be very 
talſe 3 divers accidents are in our nature, properly and ſtr:&ly inherent in our na- 
rure, which yz are _— ſ:parable from our nature, which were not at 6 |, 
which are not now in all perſons that have our nature : 1 might inſtance in ſeveral 
acquired habits, and immanent adts of the rational ſoul, which are neither ade- 
quate unto, nor coeval with, nor naturally inſeparable from it, 

But I look for ſonie ſtrange Ellipſis 3 a Rhetorical Scheme it ſeems you are much 
d:1:ghred with;bur if you uſe it to7 often,;r will proye rather a Weed, then a Flower 
in your Rherorick 3 you expect, it ſeems, I ſhould pay ſuch reverence unto yor 
Writings, as great Criticks do unto the Ancients,in whoſe words, when they canror 
make ſenſe,they ſuppoſe lome Chaſma to fill up, with which they torture their bra:ns; 
bur 1 have ſomething elſe ro do, then to trouble my {elf with Diyinations at your 
meaning: when you vouchſafe t9 —_— us whart it is, I ſhall then examine it. 

But having ſeen how 111 you have ſped in new ſhaping your concluſion, lct us ſez 
n:xt whether your ſucceſs be better in the qualification of your ſecond reaſon for it, 


Dr. Tajlor. 


And this is my meaning, and that you may not be troubled at the word Eſſential ; 1 
mean it at in the ftri0t Phyſical, but ta the moral ſenſe, that which is not after 01 14- 
ture, but together with it in real being, and explicate it by extrinſccal 3 and 1 oppoſe it 
to accidental in this reaſon, and to ſuperiaduc'd in the next, 


Zeanes. 


Bur firſt, pray who could tell that you rhus meant ir, until you now tell me : Is 
this a uſual and received ſenſe of the word > and if. it be, dire&t me unto thoſe nio- 
ral Philoſophers and Divincs, that thus take it 3 if it be not, my ignorance of it is 
p10 uegationis, not praue difÞoſit:onss, not privative and blameable : Analogum per - 
ſe poſitum ſlat pro famoſiori Analogato , and therefore I appeal unto your own inge- 
nuity, wherher I have injured you, by ſuppoſing that you took Eflential in the ac- 
cuſtomed acceprion thereot, Ss 

2, I ſhall beſzech you ro ſer down the difference that yuu make betwixt natural 
in your conclufian, and eflential in your ſecond reaſon for it ; and when you haye 
done this, I am very confident to make it appear, that your Argument is either a. 
meer tautology, or an utter impertinency z bur of this before, 

Next you refer mc unto your former Letter unto Mr, C, 


Dr. T aylor. 
Sir, 1 did give aa account unto Mr, GC, in 4 Letter to biym, which 1 know was [uf- 


ficient, and. $56 CrAPLs 
[eanes, 


The vanity of this brag you will ſoon acknowjedge, when you ſhall compare thae 
Lerter with. chis unto me 3 for iv this you apply the ſecond reaſon uoro the larter 
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as a congruent provt ; it it 35 an effeft, vr condition of nature, but #0 ſa properly . 
£rd th.s you point out to be your mean:ng, and ſav, That 1 could eahly have un- 
der{tnod it : Bur in your Letter to Mr, C, you aver, ;that this ſecond reaſon is ap- 
pliable onely unto the firſt clauſe 3 That every man is znclin'd to evil, ſome more, ſome 
leſs, &c. and not at all unto rhe ſecond ; nay, that it is not appliable unto ir, with- 
out a miſtake of nor onely the ſ:cond, bur tho four other reaſons alſo ; and of this 
r90, you {ay that it wult be your meaning, and thar tis clear enough, and eaſi2 in 
the expre{.on ; and you wonder that Mr. Fans, :f he be the man, that he would b: 
t10.ighr could n1.Nta'te x: Here you propound :nconfiſtent and contraly meanings, 
a2d it ſ-zms you inrznd to tie me unto ſuch hard meat, as that I muſt gnde out caci 
t2 be your mean.ng 3 but this is a task, that my underſtanding cannot perform, and 
theretoce 1 thall bzg affiſtance from the I'ght and learning of yours + and until you 
afford ths, 1 thail ofcr unto your confiderat.on this commoa rule in Log'cs, That 
coatrary promſitions can! be Lotn true, but oze of them muſt needs be /.uſc : Bur the 
tao p: opoſit;ons, this ſecond reaſon 15 referred unto the ſecond clauſezas a competent 
prot, and this ſecond reaſon is not retzrred unto th2 [:cond clauic, are contrat y 
propoſitions z the o>pofition berwixt fingular propoſitions, being, as Schezbler weil 
thewerh, de prov: cap. 11s am. 18. moſt aptly reducible unro cotariety ; an1 
yt bh th: ſe propoſitions are yours, the firſt in th's letter, rhe jatrer in your tormec 
]:trer, and thereto:e one of them muſt necds be faJſe 3 you are not then fo much 
bo Egg, extia tell qadtum, ont of Gun-thor, but that my poor trifling Logic 1» 
avleto reach you: if you ſhould deny the matter of Fat, that both theſ: propoſitions, 
are yours, your letters will convince you of untruth, and I ſhall need no more then, 
to tranſcribe your 0,.n words ; The firſt Propoſition you have in theſe words of this, 
Letter, To be incliard to eui!, is a4 effect, or condition of aature, but a0 ſia proverly, 
viz. of aatire, &c. 4 fin aatural and neceſſary 3 now that it is aot this, 1 do ſuptoſe 
that reaſon, which you ſo miſconſtrucd, is competent,&c, The ſecond, in feveral paſlages 
of your former Letter 3 as for the other clauſe, 2t is an effeft, or condition of nature, 
bur no fin properly, that was the leſs principal part of the Propoſitiun, and tot one- 
ly the tirſt reaſon was apportioned ; and again afterward, none of the other reaſons, 
the firſt onely exceprzd, relate to rhe latter part of the Propoſition : Bur ler us hear 
your reaſon tor the ſufficiency cf your Letter unto Mr, (, 


Dr. T ajler. 


For cujus eſt [09 m, ejus ft interpretari, 


© 


- 


7eanes, 


I ſhall willingly grant you all fair libecty of inrerpreting-your ſelf, fo you do ir 1o- 
gically and rat;onally ; but that which you expe&t, is rather a licentiouſn:(s, then a 
truc }.Þerty of interpretation. ; 1 | 

Fixſt; You wonld have a !icenſc of -traniÞþowmetion, to carry your words where you 
pleaſe ; you would have the ſecond reaſon placcd berwixt the xwo Propoſitions, and 
b-fore the firit Reaſon ; thus in your Letrer ro Mr. C, 

Next, You uſurp the licenſe of 74t-rpoſitioz, to pur in what you pleaſe 3 as when 
in th:s Letter you adde rhe Epithets of natural and'neceflary to fin. 

And thirdly, You take up a ſtrange licenſe -in expoſction of your Terms 3 for if you 


cannos juſtific what you ſay, if ſuch a ternr'in your words be taken in the common 
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and uſual ſenſe : Then you impoſe upon me an unuſual, that I ſay ner a new and un- 
heard of fign;gcat;on thereof, Thus you deal with the word Effential, * 

And laſvy, You aflume a [icenſe of contradiftion, to contradict your ſelf, to ſay 
and unſay ; one while to make this your mcaning, and another time to make that 
which is contrary your mcaning 3 and you think that I am obL.ged to rake theſe con- 
trary meanings to be both your meanings, 

Surely Sw, it you can get a Par:nt for theſe four Licenſ:s, you will, for matter of 
Diſvurart:on, be thor-f-ee and invulnerable ; your Opponents may thiow thear caps 
at 30u, bur not an Argument ct theirs can rouch you, 


Dr. Taylor. 


I to!d you prifets'y what 1s my meaniag, it is very plaia ly the whole deſien of. th.:t, 
that it muſt be my meaning, it is alſo clear enomh, and very plain, ard wary caſte tn 
te expieſſi 023 ard therefore I vow appeal to your ingeamnty, whether you: ought to ave 
niade ſuch Tragedies with that, winch common. ſenſe would have made plain unto yougttit- 
leſs 304 had recetved a prejudice, 

7eanes. 


As for this triumphant appeal which you make in the cloſe here ro my ingenuity, 
1 need ſay nothing, bur refer unto the premiſes ; onely I cannor bur g.ve one Ad- 
vertiſement unto your Diſciples,thar you tometimes triumph when you have not cun- 


quered, 
Dr. Taylcr. 


And now Sir, to your two Syllogiſms,. be pleaſed to the ſubieft of the two Mators, 
adde but this qualtfication [aatural ] and try if thoſe borrid conſequen's will follow, which 
044 affixed to your 0w gainduhpor, 

7eanes. 


I have already conſidered with how little ſobriery you have added this Qualifica- 
tion of natural, and, I believe, the impartial Reader will conclude with me, chat 
you have toiſted it in upon ſecond thoughts,onely to avoid thoſe horrid conſ.quents, 
unto which your words in thewſclves are liable, 


Dr. T aylox. 


But I ſhall for this oace confider the particulars. 1, You charge it with am. ſenſe ; 
but with your fawor you prove it moſt pitiſully : Torr reaſon is, that to ſay | Fſſeatia!] 
zs redicated of [ ſia ] 14 either of the two ways dicendi per ſe, is ſuch piiif;:4 rad 
pi 04192005 n0a-ſenie, tht you think it not worthy of an; ſerious 1efutations So that this 
ts your Argument, To ſay that fn is Eflential, is prodigious and pititul non-ſ:nſe, 
therefore it is prod;g,ous and pititul non-ſenſe, 

Surely a good A gument ; os thus, that which is ſuch 10a-ſenſe that you think a0? wor - 
thy of ref utation, is certainly non-ſenſe : But to ſay that ez ts Elſeatialgis ſuch aon-funſt, 
that yo thiak aot worthy of refutction, therefore it is non-ſenſe. I do not ſay your Ar- 
$1:micat 15 n0a-ſenſe, but 1 am ſure it vs 40 Argument, ualeſs a bo!d afficactivebe 4 ſuſ- 
ficieat proof ia your Lozgick, But to the thing, That ſia 1s Lſlential, is indeed f.l/r 19 
ſav, bit to ſay [0 is not non-ſeaſe» And — you; wall [upfoſe me to ſay jo, [04 cre 
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wicharitable, and ſomething unreaſonable in it ; for 1 was 10 prove, That inclination.to 
ſn was not aſi of our aature (as was preeaded) becauſe what was natural is in- 
$rinſccal and eſſential, as Docability to a max ©: which becauſe to be inclin:d to ſin is 
not, therefore i is aot a fin, Vit. of nature, 


7eantes. 


Firft, Here is a groſs and egregious falſification of my wo:ds, and that without 
any advantage to your cauſe : Yeu 1eaſcn is, fay you, That to ſay Effential is pre- 
dicared of fin in citherof rhe two ways, dicead; per ſe, is ſuch pititul and prodigi- 
OL nonſcnſe, thar yell thin's ir nor worthy of any {crious returation * Whether 
thc ſe vworas be juſtifiable, or no, 1 need not ;nquire 3 for there are no ſuch words 
in my Paper, ncither can you, with all your wit and learning, infer any ſuch marrec 
therefrom, 

S-condly, To make ſp.rt for your followers, you miſ{-repreſ-ne my Argument ; 
and firſt, chap it into a fingle Enthymeme, and rhen into one Syllog.\m, both of 
your own foig:ng z in both which you leave our two mediums, that are in my Ar- 
gument, which reduced unto form, will maxe up two Sy:logilms : To convince you 
of ti1;s unfair, injurious, and d;ſ-irzenuous dealing, I ſhall inſert my words ar 
large. To ſay ( as the Doftor doth by conſequcace) that ſin is eſſential to the nature uf 
ra, 4s ai aſſertion guilty of nonſeaſe 3 a thing maj be ſaid to be eſſentia! to another, 
a priori, and then it is predicated of it ia primo moao d ceadt perſe ; 87 elſe a poſteri- 
072,94 then it is predicated of it in ſecundo modo dicend: per IG .Aad to ſay that ſin is 
either of theſe ways eſſeatial 10 th? nature of man, is Juch pitiful and prodigious aun- 
ſenſe, as that 1 caanot thiak 't warthy of any ſerious refutat'on. 

The learned Reader will ſon perceive how Little alliance your Enthymeme and 
Syllog ſm have with my Argument ; and to him I appeal, ro judge of the unwor- 
thy and unſcholarly injury that you have herein done me 3 bur yer, for the ercrnal 
Ropping of your mouth, I ſhall Analyz2 this my Argument, My concluſion was, 
that tn ſay (as you do by conſequence )rhar fin 3s effential unto the nature of man, 
is an aflertion guilty of nonſenſe ; this 1 prove from a diſtribution of eſſential ; 
whatſoever is eſſjeatial is ſuch, eirher A priori, or @ poſter 05, 

But to ſay that finne is effential, either @ priors , Or @ poſteriort, is non» 
tenſe, 

Therefore to ſay that fin is eflential to man, is nonſenſe, 

This Syllogiſm is rounded upon a known and received Maxime | Negatis c:aft:s 
partibus ſubjeftis totius waiuerſalis de aliquo ſnbjcfto neg itur ipſum to un wiverſalc, 
argatss cunts membris dividea'tbrs, aegatur ipſum diviſum | 

The 737107 I preſumed none would deny, and as for the mizor, that I proved from 
a d-{cription of buth ways of being eflenrial. 

Thar which is eſſential ro a thing, & priori, is predicated of ir in primo modo d;- 
£:843 per ſe 3 that which is efſcntial to a thing, I poſtcris7i, is predicated of it in ſc- 
ea140 modo diccad! per ſe. | 

Now to ſay that fin is predicated of man, in either primo, or ſecuudo modo dicen- 
dj ver ſc, is nonſenſ: : Therefore to ſay thar fin is eflencial ro man, cither @ pr!0r;, 
or 2 poſteriori, is nonſenſe. 

The major I thought undenyable, and as for the yizo;, here indeed 1 ſtopped too 
in the proof rthereof,as thinking all further proof of it needleſs;becauſe I rook it,and 
fi}l do take it to be, propoſatio per ſe-nota, which needs nv proof, but a bare expli- 
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cat:on of its terms 3 propoſetzo per ſe nota dicitur 3 que #01 tt nota ver alind, as Ly- 
chetrs 3 que ſuis tantum termiais cogaoſcibilas, as (, ollegium ( ontmbricenſe gather out 
of Ariſtotle ; que tales terminos habet , ut is refle intcllebir poſſiat cauſare evidenter 
aotitiam totius propuſition's fre addito ; omnis propoſttio hattca1s eft per ſe a0ta,ad quam 
evidenicr cognoſcendam iniclll tus nun foſtulat aliquod medinin, ſed ſolum termnniium 
vcartratione contentus eſt, fo Schubl r. 

Now, for the terms of the minor Propoſition : T preſumed, that all explication of 
them was necdlc{s unto a Scholar of ſo great a repute as Dr. Tayls' : And rheretorc, 
without more adoe, I inferred, that to ſay that fin is cither of theſe ways «lent: a!, 
e:ther A p/2or4, or a poſterior3, is ſuch pit.ful and prodigious nonſenſe, as rizar I could 
not think it worthy of any ſericus retutation, And now Sir, I thall cntrear you to 
review my Argument, being thus truly Analyzed, and I ſhall appeal unto you con- 
{cience, when you are next upon your knees before God, whether you have rect 
dceply wronged me, to repreſent my Argument thus defe&tively (that I ſay not 
falſly) on purpeſe, I am afcaid, to 1ender it and me ridiculous, Suppoſe any man 
ſovid be ſo abſurd, as to ſay, That a Stone is animal ; and I to refurs hm ſhould 
thus argue, Omne agimal ct aut homo, who is endued with reaſon, as well as ſenſe ; 
or Brutum,which is enducd with ſenſc, bur not with reaſon ; but to ſay that a ſtone 
1s either homo, or brutum, is ſuch piritul and prod:g.ous nonſcnſe, as that I cannor 
th:nk ir worthy of any ſcrious refuration, Now he that ſhall ſay this is no Argu- 
ment, but onely a bold affirmative, wili goe a degree beyond buldneHs. ; for 'tis 
plain, that here are couched and implycd rwo mediums, Firſt, a diſtribution of 
animal ws hominem &+ brutum ; Next, a deſcription of each member of rhe diſtri- 
burion, and my Argument is exaQly paral-11'd unto rhis.Bur Sir, though I thought, 
that, before you, I might have ſpared my labor to prove thar *ris won > , to ſay 
that ſin is eflential unto man, either @ priori, or a poſterior; 3 that its predicated of 
man, either in primo, or ſecundo modo dicend: per ſe 3 yet, becauſe you ſcem ro blame 
mine omiſhon of ſuch proof, I ſhall now give you herein, 1 hope, ſufficient ſar:ſ- 
faction, | 
.- Firſt, To ſay that that which is privative is poſetzve, is nonſ?nſe : Pur te ſay that 
fin is efſential unto man, either I priori, or a poſteriori, is to ſay, that that which 
is privatiue 3s poſitive (for the eſſentials of man are poſitive, and the forma!ity of fin 
is a p;!vation,) 

Therefore to ſay that fin is eſlcntial unto man, either 4 pr!0-7, or 5 poſteriori, is 
nonſenſe, : 

Secoadly, To ſay that that which is predicated of man per ac ideas, is predicated 
of man in primo, or ſccundo mods dicend; per ſes is nonſenſe (becauſe predicatio per 
ſe && per accidens, are oppoſite ways of predicarion.) 

But to ſay that fin is ptedicated of man in primo, or ſecundo modo dicendt per ſe, 
x to ſay, That that whuch is predicatcd of man per accidens, is predicated of man 
per ſe (for thar ſin is predicated of man, fer accidens, will be queſtioned by none, 
who know what prinius modus dicend) per accidens is.) 

Therefore to ſay that fin is predicated of man in primo, or ſecxaio moo dicadl 
fer ſe, is nonſenſe, 

Thirdly, To ſay that that which is predicated contiagently of man, is pred:cated 
#cceſſarily of him, is nonſ:nſe, x 
* Bur to ſay that fin is predicated of man is primo, or ſecando modo dicendi per fe, 
6 to ſay, That thar which is predicated of man coptingently, is predicated of h.m 
Kceſſarily, (for fin is predicated of a — becauſe man and fin cohere 
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contin2ently, man m:ght not have been a ſinner, and when he ſhall nor be a inner, 
he will {ti}} be a man; and then vaf* &J}, per ſe eſt gradus neceſſitatis, 

Therefore to ſay that finne is predicated of man in primo, or ſecundo modo dicen- 
: per 'c, is nonſenſe, 

If theſe arguments ſatisfy you not , you may command more of me when you 
pleaſc, as alſo any further enlargement of theſe, 

a - bur you ſay, that ſane 15 eſſentiall is falſe ro ſay , but to ſay ſo is aot non- 
enſ?, 

To this I azſwer, that however it may be ſenſe in Grammar , yer *tis nonſenſe jn 
Logich ; becauſe *ris a contiadiRion 3 for in Logick every contradiQion not only 
expreſſe, but that alſo which 's ti;tual! and implyed 1s nonſc:nſe, a bull, as we uſual- 
ly ſpeake : rhus *ris nonſenſe to ſay that [ignwn eft ſerreum 3 that a ſpirit is corpo- 
reajl ; that a body is bodilefſe , withour quantity or extenfion 3 that an accident 
ſubGſts ; or thar a ſubſtarce properly inhererh, 

Now my three arguments above irrefragably prove that , to ſay that finne is cſ- 
ſentiall ro man is a contradiRion ; for *r.s in effe& as much as to ſay , that that 
which is privative is poſitive 3 that that which is predicated of man per accidens , 
1s predicated of him per ſe ; rhat that which is predicated of man contwngently, is 
predicated of man _ aily; and theſe are grofle and palpable contradifons;and 
therefore nor only falſe, bur moſt pirifull and prodigious nonſenſe, 

You accuſe me of uncharitablenefſe , and unreaſonablenefſe , in ſuppoſing thar 
you ſay that finne is eſſentialj unto man 3 bur from this accuſation I have ſuffici-/ 
ently vindicated my ſelfe by bearing you from all your miſerable ſhifts ; And unto 
what I haye ſaid herein , I ſhall referre both your ſclfe and the Reader, 


Dr Taylor. 


In the next place you charge me this with blaſphemy: if 1 had ſaid or meant what you 
pretealed, you bad reaſon 5; but then 1 pray confeder bow your charge will returae real- 
ly unox. your ſelfe ; for if it be blaſpheiny to affirme God to be the Author of ſiane , thasC 
what I derived from Adam is no a%e ; for that Adam's finne ſhould deſcend upon 
me, I demand who was the Aithor of that ? If you pleaſe you may tcke time to 
conſeder :t; but in the interim if you be ple:ſed to reade a litt'e diſcourſe of min? 5 cal- 
ted Deus juſtificart's, you ſhall find my queſtion not to be anſwered by you 3, if you have 
any regard to the authority or to the reaſon of Mr Calv.n, Dr Twille, and ſome other 
6! the Bigots of your paity, 

Jeanes. 


1, Here you tempt me to adigreſſion ; and you may with as good reaſon 
eall upon me to anſwer all the reproaches that Be!laimne in this particular , throw- 
eth upon the Proteſtanc Churches, and ſome of the mot eminent members thereof, 
as propound this queſtion unto me, | | 

2. However yet I briefly anfwer to it , that Adam was the author of the de- 
ſcent of his finne upon me,nort God 3 for to be the Author of finne is to be a-defi- 
cient , culpable cauft rhereof 3 and it is impoſſible rhat God ſhould be defe&.ve 
in a culpable mannzr ; and thar our do&trine of originall finne makerh him to be 


ſuch, you may boldly affirme, bur can never prove, 
h, y doldly n prove, Biſho? 
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3. Biſhop Davenazt in the doftrine cf orig.nall finne js one of our party; and he 
ſpcaks that which will abundantly ſatisfy your demanis , in his animadveifions upon 
Hord pag. 323. 224. It was not ( ſays he ) God's abſolute decree of Picte- 
rition , but Adam's woluatary aft of rebellion , which brought finne , and the guilt of 
ſrane upon himſelſe , aad all his poſterity, God having juſtly decreed that Adam*s chil- 
'drea ſhould participate with him ua his ſtate of r1ghtcouſucſſe , did as juſtly decree that 
they ſhould alſo participate in the ſtate of ſinne. 

If this Author deny the propagation of ſinzc from Adam, be muſt acknowledge b'ma- 
ſelfe a Pelagian, &c. His whole d:ſcourſe concerning originall ſinar aud the propa- 
gating thereof unto all mankind is erron-ous , in that hc falſely preſumeth, that the di- 
vine decree muſt nzeds be effettive or cauſative of all the events decreed; whereas if 
the events be aftions finfull, God's decrees are permiſſize , and ordinative, not decices 
of cauſiaz, much, eſſe neceſſitating ſuch evill c(bons , as hath becn of'en told him, 

4. 1 have ſcene your little diſcowſe called Deus jultificatus, and muſt fay of it 
as Florus did of the Ligurians:lib,z. cab. 3. Major aliquanto labor erat inuenive quam 
vincere; The Rhetorick of ir is ſo rank, as that ir will be a very hard matter to 
find out the Logic's and reaſon thar is in ir, 

If you pleaſc ro pur your arguments into forme , you then may command m2 to 
conſider them ; bur otherwiſe , 1 ſhall be very loath to adventure upon any thing 
of yours 3 for I find by this preſent debate about two or three lines,that I thall nor 
withour great diffculty wa, out what is your meaning, 

1 wonder why you ſay , that by this diſcourſe I thall gnd your queſtion ner 
' to be anſwered by me ; why( pray Sr ) could 1 anſwer ir before you propounded 
3tZ ut your meaning is, I ſuppoſe, that I ſhall and , that your queſtion cannot be 
anſwr'd by me : bur the eyenc will iy that. : 

6. That which you meane in Mr (aluin , and Dr Tw:ſſe,are I thinke theſe 
places which you quote , pag. 32 : of that your diſcourſe ; and then unto the place 
in Calvin you have an anſwer in Dr Twiſſe ( Tiad: gra: ib. 2, dig:2, Cap. 3. pag, 
42. ) wherc he cleares it from the crinunation of Bclla+mine : And then for the 
place in Dr Twiſſe you may gather an anſwer from thar he ſaich unto Mr Hor , 
( 2:2. 149. 150, ) who makes the like objzRions againſt him from another 

lace, | 
F 7. You are the unmeereſt man in the world to upbraid me with the Bigors of 
my party ; for the rigid ZeJots of your paity , in your doetrine of 01iginall fin , 
are ſuch whom you may bc aſham2d to name , Indced in th:s point there are ve- 
ry few of your patty , ſave the Pelagiars of old , and now the warthy Diyines of 
the Racovian denne, and their followers z unto whom the beſt and the moſt 
learned of Proteſtants will hardly vouchſafe the name of Chriſtians. The Arch- 
Biſhop of Armagh termed them, in a ſermon of his ( that I heard ) a conpany of 
baptized Turkes ; and indeed Turkes, and Infdels can hardly be greater en<mies 
unto the divine perſon, and nature of Chriſt , unto his offices , and unto his 
great and glorious wozke of re4eniprion, and ſat:sfaRtion, than theſe wretched miſ- 


Ccreants Are, 


Dr Taylor. 


Yo: ſeroad charge of blaſpemy is, that my veaſon- does by implication. involve Chrift 
i2 the 7wilt of ſiaze, becauſe whatſoever 1s eſſcntiall be bad ;, but thea , If you remem- 
ber that 1 ſay aot , that ſinne 4s eſſential! 3 aad that I biiag the reverſe of this very 
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argument ogainſt your party and opinion in ſome of my late diſcourſes , you have reaſon 
to ſake the fire out of your wwn boſome , not to tell me, that 1 burnez for if inclination 
;1 ſane be a ſim: naturally and derived from our Parents ; 1 demauad whethcr or ng 

* bad aot Corift all a#turall deſires ? if he had not , be was vot a peif:6 man ; If he had 
tea all natirrall deſires are not aaturall ſinnes; ſor if you ſay they be, you are the bla- 
ſphemcr by the conſequence of your aſfirmative » not 1, but God forbid that cither of us 
ſhould; ; 


Jeancs. 


Firſt , here is no retcrtion of my argument ; for none of my party or opinion 
hold , that inclination unto ey.jl is efl2ntiall unto man: Flaceius Illyrtcyus main- 
taines , that originall ſinne was the ef[:nce , or ſubſtance of the ſoule; bur I ne- 
ver heard that his followers were conſiderable ; he hath ( I am ſure ) both Pa- 
piſts and Proteſtants 3 Calviniſts , and Lutherans for his opponents : bur, perhaps 
you confound naturall with cllentiall , and make them all one ; if you doe, your 
reaſon will be nothing, bur petitio priacip?, 

2, [I b:lieve, you here play with the cquivocation of the word naturail, a thing 
( though it may be tollkrated in a Sophiſter, ) aJrogether unworthy of a Theo- 
Icoue, | 
Iacliaation to fizae may be ſad to be narurall, either conſequutive , or conne- 

xive, 

Thar inclination to eyill is naturall conſequzztive ( rhat it owes, and reſults 
Phyſicaily, and necef{a;ily from our nature , ) 1 Batly deny : and if you can dire& 
me unto any place in your booxes , where you prove it to be naturall in this ſenſe , 
I ſhall take it into conſideration, Indeed to fay , thar it is in this ſenſe naturall , 
is to throw a reproach upon God the Author of nature, 

Bur it is naturall coamexive 3 rogether with our nature derived unto us from our 
firſt Parents 3 and yer not in Chriſt , who had not his nature from Adam in an 
ordinary way of Generation , but was miraculouſly conceived by the holy Ghoſt , 
and ſanGtified in the wombe of the Virgin Mary. 

This inclinat:on unto evill is a finful blemiſh of cur nature ; becauſe it is a cauſe 
of Fnne, e qua!is cauſa talis eſt effeftus, A geod tree, faith our Saviour, cannot 
bring forth evill fruit , Matth, 7.-18,This inclination to evil bringeth forth nanch 
evill fruit, anJ1 thercfore it cannot he good ; and conſequently it is bad , and 
finfull ; and therctore could nor be in Chriſt; ( who even as man ) was the moſt 
holy one of God. Indeed if Chriſt had wanted any propriety of man's nature,he 
had not then becn a perfe& man, bur, that inclination to evill is a propriety of our 
nature, ſc: proprium 4'0 modo you are never able to make good, 

Bur, Sir , in good earneſt, do2 you thinke thar Chriſt was inclined unto evill > 
if you doe nor , your d:ſcour:ſe of Chriſt is impertinent ; if you doe , I ſhall con- 
clude your vpinion to be blaſphemous 3 and unto it ſhall oppoſe this following ar- 
gument, 

He in whom dwelled an a!l-fullnefle of the Godhead bodily 3 he in whom dwelled 
an all-fulla"ſſe of habitual! grace ; he who enjoyed the beatificall viſion, was nor, 
co1:{d not be inclined unto evill. 

Bur , in Chriſt dwelled an all-f.dlaeſſe of the Godbead bodily ; in him alſo dwel- 
led aa «ll-ſulln:ſſe of babituall, and ſan&ifying grace ;. he enjoyed the beatrficall 
Viſion . 

Therefore he was not , could not be inclined unto evill, - 

IC 
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The Minoz will not be denied by any Orthodox Divine, and we may ſay the 
ſame of the Major,for,he that ſhall thinke that the grace of per/on:ll union , the all- 
ſu lneſſe of habitual grace, and the _ ſoa are not ſufficient to exclude from 
Chriſt all inclination untoevil wil render both h's learning. & rel'9:on tuo ſuſpected, 
Bur , to put the matter our of doubt,take this following ai gument for confitma- 
tion of the Major: there could not be the leaſt inclination unto eviil in that perſon, 
in whom there was an utter averſencfle from evil in ſwmmo grady ; ( for of c:n- 
traries , that which is ina remifle degree is not conſiftent with the cther in the 
h'gheſt and moſt intenſe degree ) bur , in that perſon, in whom there was an cl/- 
fulincſſe of the Godhead , an all-ſullzeſſe of bobituall grace , and the beatificoll 15- 
ſton, there was an utter averſneſle from ey.]l , and that in {ummo gradu; and there- 
fore impoſlible rhat chere ſhould be in him an inclination to evill un the leaſt Ce- 
ree, 
. The Papiſts exrenuate the malignancy of concup:ſcence as much as may be, af- 
firming thar in the regencrate it is no ” hos » and that it had been in Adm it he 
had heen creatcd in his pure naturalls yer , they thinke not ſo well of it, as to aſ- 
cribs ir unto Chriſt, 

Indced Durand is accuſed for ſpeaking ſomewhat ſuſpicioyſly this way 3 bur 
he is contrad:&ed Þy the generality of the Schovjemen ; * who hold that fomes ; 
peccati , concup:ſcence was neither af primo, nor ſccundo in Chriſt, anc a F 

1. Not in a(t primo, and for this they alledge three reaſons, ED: <0 

1. The abſolute pcrf« (ion of his virtues , and all-fullneſle of grace, :ſÞ.34. 

2. The perpetuall vigilancy , and advertency of his reaſon. þ S cit, = 

3 The governemcit of his humane nature , and actions , by his divine and infi- Gicg.ae, 
nite-perſon.  alentia. 

2 - Not in aft, ſecundo, becauſe in hin, the very firſt motions unto fnne would Tom, diſt. 
have bcen voluntary , and conſequently finfull. 5. GR 

Unto this purpoſe Becanns , ( Sum: Theolog: Scholaſt; Tom:5. cad.12. queſt:5. pag: puatt,z. 
200, ) obſerveth ; that the firſt motions of concupiſcence may be ſaid to be T0!un- 
tary two manuer of wayes. 

I, Anateccdently ; when one willingly admits them when he may avo'd them, 

2, Conſequently;when one yeelds conſent unto them after they are crept in , in 
the former way or manner they had bzen voluntaty in Chriſt; becauſe Chriſt could 
have avoided them , by reaſon of the government of the perſon of the wo:d; if he 
had not therefore avoided them , but will.ngly admitted them , rhey had in him 
bzen blameworthys 


Sharer in 


Dr Taylor. 


Yor third reaſon alſo is as pretty ;, for , firſt; 1demand whether a voſſub.lity to ſane 
be 20t of the nature of man , ( for that is all I meane by eſſeatiall ) if it be not ; how 
came Adam to ſinne his firſt (inac ? if it be, 1 aske whether ſhall the Saiats in the tc- 
ſurrcfton be raiſed up with it or ao ? If yea 3 then you blaſpheme God's full glorifica- 
tioa of the Saints in the reſurreftion 5 for impeccability 35 ccitainly a part of their full 
elorification, If nay ; then it is ns blaſphemy to ſay that in the reſurrettion the Saints 
hall be raiſed up without ſemethiag that 1s ef] ent/all to them , or to their nature, 


Teas 
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J-anes. 


That poTibility ro Finne © is eflentiall unto every rational! creature 1 grant ; and 
h:reupon inferte, that *ris nor ſpacated from the Saints in their full glurification; 
ne.ther ſhali I teare your charge oi blaſphemy herein , having the general.ty of 
Sc'1oolemen, ( both Thomiſts, and Scorifts ) and reaſon roo on my fide, Indeed, 
th2 Saints of Heaven do conſtanty , and*Thterruptedly ſhun, and d:cline finne ; 
yet, *t;s an ev 11 pothible unto therr nature , conſidered in it ſelfe; haweyer they are 
{cured therefrom by their gloriged ſtate and cond ton ; for though finne, and 
a fullnete of glo:y b inconſiſtent 3 yet *r's no contrad.Qion , or repugnancy , that 
tn2:r natures abſtractly conſidered, ſecluding the conſideration of their glory , 
Mod be fntvil, Yea,bur you ſay, impeccab.l.ty is certainely a part of rhe tull glv- 
rificac.on of rhe Saints; and what is impeccability but an impoſſibility of ſfinn ng ; 
if God then make t12 Saints impeccable , h<rakcs away from them all poſſib.Lty of 
ſinning, 

For anſwer, 

1, Tinzre is a twofold impecenh(lity, 

I. By awvtiere, 2. Bythegrace and gft of God, h 

Imp-ccab.] ty by nature rakes away all poilb. ity of finning;bur it is received ge- 
ncraily as a rule among the Schoot-men , that a creature cannot be made #40: cc 
bi is pur 31am, ( that is ) ſuch aone , as cannot by nature finne, And, if yuu 
pleaſe,you may view the ptootes rhercof in Capreolus lib:2.Diftiz22.queſt.1. 

Impeccab.l.ty by the g:ft and grace of God doth not eradicate rhe remote pow 
er of {inning; bur only keeps :t from being aftuared; and 'tis this impeccability on- 
ly, that is pact of the Saints glorification, X 

2, A th.ng may be ſaid to be impoſſible, ſeaſu diviſo, or ſexſu compoſites 

In /eaſt divifo *ris not impotible , but poſlible, for the Saints in Heaven to fin 3 
for that ( conſidered in themſelves without the cuſtodient grace of God alwayes un- 
dzrpropp.ng them) they are liable unto fin , the Jamentable fall of the f.ngels of 
darken:le ;s an evident proofe, 

Bur now, ſeaſis compoſeto , *tis inde:d impoſlible for glorified Saints ro finne 3 that 
is; "tis impolible for them to finne conſidered under tli's reduyplication , as fully 
gior:fizdz becauſ2 fullnefle of gio:y and finne cannot ſtand together, This anſver 
1s 3n Scotus ( 1b, 4. diſt: 49. queſt: 6, ) whoſe words I ſhall inſcrr for the ſake of 
ſome Readers who inay not have him in their ſtadies : ) Xeſpoz4c0; patet, quod bea- 
lis ef :mpoccabilis 3 ſenſu compoſitionis, hoc eſt, 20a poteſt ſinul ſe betas, &# peccare; 
fed 1a feaſs drviſionts, quod manens beatus ao3 habeat potentiam ep poſſtbilitatem ad pec- 
candium poteſt intclligt digpliciter 5 wel per aliquid fobi intrinfſecum , quo1 excludit fo- 
teatian talan ; ve! per cauſam extrinſecam , quod excludtt potentiam propinquam ab Ul- 
ls, cc: mill: et cauſa it! riafeca ia woluatate 2lichaelis anc beati , pci quam exclu- 
datur potenti2 ad peccandum pro alias , in ſenſu divifionis, non eft autem cauſt 
intrinſeca trob-as ttam potea'iam onnino veduca ad att;on + ſed per cauſam extiin- 
fecam eſt imeſſibilis poteatia ill: provinqua ad peccandum , videlicct per volutet en 
D:4 prevea.entcm Him V0'unt item , wt ſemper ontinet attum frucad?, & ta nm 91.tin 
polft rote iti ſunm roman ann ſramdi , wlpeccands , veduceore ad athun © ſt94- 
doin 4394.77 caſa ſreomda prevents a canſa ſrperiont ogente ad unum oppoſitum 0 - 
teſt rotgntia propingua exiiein aid oppoſitwe, Concedo erzo, quod infert, quod Mt- 


Fl 
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chael beatus, &* fit peccabilis in ſenſu diviſionis loquendo de potentia re 


- 


motas 
Dr. T aylor. 


But Sir, What think you of Mortality ? is that eſſential, or of the nature of man + 
1 ſuppoſe you will not deny it. But yet 1 alſo believe you will confeſs, that though we 
are ſown a corruptible body, yet we ſhall oe raiſed ax incorruptible, aad the mortal ſhats 
jut on immortality. a. | 


Teants. 


For anſwer, I ſhall propound a diſtin&ien of mortality, char is very obvious and 
ordinary, A thing may be {aid to be mortal, cither re5Þecta potentia remote, or re- 
pln potentie propingue. 

Is 12 refpett of a remote power of dying, which hath in it the remote cauſe. of 
dillolution, an elementary matter, 5 | 

2. Ia regard of a near power of dying, arifing from the aQual confli&, and cor- 
ruptive influence of the Elements, and-rheir contrary qualities, 

The latter Mortality is ſeparable, bur then ir is not eflential, 

As for the former Mortal.ty; which alone is eilential, I think very few doubt, bur 
that *tis alſo inſeparable from the nature of a mans body : for, the immoital.ty and 
incorruption of the bodies of the Saints in the reſurre&on,will not be by raking a- 
way our of their bodies the remote cauſes of corruption, the Elements, and their 
contrary qualities, (for, then their bodies would not be mix: 3 and fo nar for ſub- 
ſtance the ſame that they were) bur by an hinderance or prevention of the corrup- 
tive influence of the Elements, and their contrary qualities. | 

That I ama not ſingular in this, I ſhall manifeſt, by tranſcribirg the Teſtimonies 
of ſome fery'School-men,who though rhey differ one from anorher in aſligning the 
cauſe and reaſon of the impaſſibility and incorrupribility of. glorified Bodies ; yer 
they all agree with Durazd in this, That gloriged Bodies are not umpaſlible, per 
piivationem potentie paſſive, ſed per aliquod vrefttas impedimentum aftualis paſſiog!s 
ae frat, 

The firſt ſhall bs of Scotws, (Lb.4.dift. 49. queſt. 13.) Dico ergo qrod cauſa im- 
paſſibilitatis eſt volunt as droina non coagens cauſe ſecunde corruptive, & per hoc, ct 
ul:d impaſſibile,no2 potentia remota, ſed propiaqua , a0n a cauſa itiiaſeca, ſed extrin- 
ſeca impedrente, ſicut difk.m eſt de-impeccabiluuate ſupra,e&c. exemplum buies de i2a2 
In. camiao, quit non egit ad conſumpt;on:m tram pucrorums no quidem per aliquam im- 
paſsibilitatem iatiinſecam piers, ace ex careatia poteatie pajsi4s Are ex contra 1t1n- 
triaſeco impedientc, ſed quia Dens ex voluntate ſua aor cooperabitur ad 1ll:ia attiu- 
nem, 

The ſecond is of Durand (lib, 4. diſt. 44. queſt. 4.) Reſtat ergo- quod corpa;s 
9urioſa non erunt impaſsibvilia ſumplictter, & abſolute per privationtm principit paſsing, 
cim aatura corporum glorioſorum, fit ſutyra eadem que pitus, ſed eruat wnppſSiviira 
pr aliquid preſtans impcdimentium attualis paſsions ne frat, 

Lud autem (it allyd, utrum fit aliqua forma inheiens,. an ſoliun viitus diving al” 
bens,duplex eſt opizio : dicuat enim quidam quod tals impaſſibtlitas evit per aliquai 
ſormam inexiſtentem, Cc. 

Alins modys ft, quod impaſstgilitas corporum glorioſorum wor erit per aliquen far- 
ISS «< man 
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That poTibility ro fFinne is eflentiall unto every rational! creature I grant ; and 
h-reupon inferte, that "tis nor ſ:parated trom the Saints 11 theit full glurification; 
ne.cher ſhali I texte your charge oi blaſphemy herein , having the general.:ty of 
Sc'1oolemen, ( both Thomiſts, and Scoriſts ) and reaſon roo on my fide, Indeed, 
the Saints of Heaven do conſtantly , and Nnterruptedly ſhun, and d:cline finne ; 
yet, *t;s an ev || poilibie unto ther nature , conſidered in it ſelfe; hnweyer they are 
{:cured theret-am by their gloriged ſtate and cond t.on ; for though finne, and 
a fullnetJe of glo:y be inconfiftent ; yer *r.s no contrad.ftion , or repugnancy that 
tn2:r natures abſtratly conſiderel, ſecluding the conſideration of their glory , 
\hoJd be fnf il, Yea,bur you ſay, impeccabil.ty is certainely a part of the full glv- 
rificat.on of the Saints; and what is impeccability but an impoflibility of finn ng ; 
if God then make ti: Saints impeccable , he rakcs away trom them all poſhb.Lty of 
ſinning, 

For anſwer, 

1, Tnze is a twoefuld impeceability, 

I. By attire, 2, Bythegrace and 2ft of God, 

Imp.ccab.] ty by nature takes away all poilb. lity of fnning;bur it is received g2- 
ncraily as a rule among the School-men , that a creature cannot be made 6: cc 
bi is pci aaturam, ( that is ) ſuch aone , as cannot by nature finne, And, if yuu 
pleaſe,you may view the ptoores rhercot in Capreolus lib:2, Diſtiz2.queſt.1. 

Impeccab.l.ty by the g:ft and grace of God doth not eradicate the remote pows- 
er of ſ1nai;ng; bur only keeps -t from being atuared; and *tis this impeccability on- 
ly, thar is pact of the Saints glorification, 

2, A th.ng may be ſaid to be impoſlible, ſenſu diviſo, or ſexſu compoſite. 

In ſeals diciſo *ris not impoiTible , but poſlible, for the Saints in Heaven to fin ; 
for that ( conſidered in themſclves without the cuſtodient grace of God alwayes un- 
dzrpropp.ng them) they are liable unto fin , the Jamentable fall of the &.ngels of 
darken-ile ;$ an evident proofe, 

Bur now, ſ:aſis compoſeto , *tis indezd impoſſible for glorified Saints to finne 3 that 
is3 ts impottble for thzm to {inne conſidered under th:s redrplication , as fully 
gior:f:dz becauſ2 fullnefle of glory and finne cannot ſtand together, This anſer 
1s in Scotus ( 1b. 4. diſt: 49. queſt: 6, ) whoſe words I ſhall inſcrt for the ſake of 
ſome Readers who inay not have him in their ſtadies : ) Neſpo2420; patet, quod bea- 
tits eft !imprecabilis 34 ſeaſu compoſitionis, hoc eſt, non poteſt ſimul ſe beatits, & peccare: 
fed wa ſenſu d'viſionis,quod manens beatus ao3 habeat potentiam &+ poſſibilitatem ad pec- 
candum poteſt intel dupliciter ; wel per aliquid fobi intrinfſecum , quo1 excludit po- 
teatian talem ; wel pr cauſam extriaſecam , quod excludtt poteatiam propinquam ab il- 
ls, cc: mills oft cauſa in! riaſeca in voluatate 2lichaelis aunc beatt , pr quam exclu- 
datur potentia ad peccanlum pro alias , in ſenſu diviſions, non eſt autem cauſa 
intiinſeca provib-ns tjtam potea'iam 0:nino veduct ad att; ; ſed per cauſam exti:a- 
fecam eſt imſſibilis potentia itlz provinqua ad peccandum , videliect per volutet em 
D:i preven.entcia tim v0unt ten , ut ſemper coattact attum frucadi, & tha awniidin 
poſfft rote tiara [uam r:mvan an ſracad , wl peceands , redicore ad abhun © ſ19t- 
dom n139427 caſa ſcomda trevents a cauſa ſuperiort egente ad uaum oppoſttun þ0- 
teft [otgntia propingua exire in aliyd oppoſitie, Concedo ergo, quod infert, quod Mt- 
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chael beats, &* fit peccabilis in ſenſu divifionis loquendo de potentia ve- 
motd, : 


Dr. Taylor. 


But Sir, What think you of Mortality ? is that eſſential, or of the nature of man + 
I ſuppoſe you will not deny it, But yet 1 alſo believe you will confeſs, that though we 
are ſown a corruptible vody, yet we ſhall oe rajſed an incorruptible, aad the mortal ſhall 
put on ammort ality. | 


Teanes. 


For anſwer, I ſhall propound a diſtin&tion of mortality, char is very obvious and 
ordinary, A thing may be ſaid to be mortal, either 7c5iperta potentia remote, Or re- 
pci potentie propingue. 

Is 14 refpett of a remote power of dying, which hath in it the remore cauſe. of 
dillolution, an elementary marrer, 7 

2, 1a regard of a ncar power of dying, arifing from the aQtual conflit, and cor- 
ruptive influence of the Elements, and.rheir contrary qualities, 

The latter Mortality is ſeparable, bur then ir is not effenrial, 

As for the former Mortal.ty; which alone is eilential, I think very few doubt, bur 
that *tis alſo inſeparable from the nature of a mans body : for, the immortality and 
incorruption of the bodies of the Saints in the reſurre&;on,will not be by raking a- 
way our of their bodies the remote cauſes of corruption, .. the Elements, and their 
contrary qualities, (for, then their bodies would nor be mixt 3 and ſo not for ſub- 
ſtance the ſame that they were) bur by an hinderance or prevention of the corrup- 
tive influence of the Elements, and their contrary qualities» 

That I am not ſingular in this, I ſhall manifeſt, by tranſcribing the Teſtimonies 
of ſome few School-men,who though they differ one from another in aſligning the 
cauſe and reaſon of rhe impaſſibility and incorrupribility of. glorified Bodies z yer 
they all agree with Durand in this, That gloriged Bodies are not impaſlible, per 
piivationem potentie paſſive, ſed per aliquod vrefiaas impedimentum aftualis paſſiogis 
ae fat. 

The firſt ſhall be of Scotus, (Lb.4.dift. 49. queſt. 13.) Dico ergo quod cauſa im- 
paſſibilitatis eſt volunt as drvina non coagens cauſe ſecunde coruptiue, & per hoc, ct 
ld impaſſibile,no4 potentia remota, ſed propinqua , a0n a cauſa intiiaſecd, ſed extrin- 
ſeca impedrente, ſicut ditb.m eſt de-impeccabilutate ſupra,ze&c. exemplum huus de i222 
in. camiao, qitt non egtt ad conſumpt;on:m trum pucrorums no quidem per aliquam 1m- 
paſsibilitatem iatiinſecam puciis, acc ex carentia poteatie pajSiv4s ace ex contraito t1t- 
triaſeco impedientc, ſed quia Dens ex voluntate ſua aon cooperabatur ad ill: attiy- 
nm, 

The ſecond is of Durand (lib, 4. diſt, 44. queſt. 4.) Reſtat ergo- quod corpora 
910ioſa no _erunt impaſstbilia ſumpliciter, & abſolute per privationcm principit paſsing, 
ciim aatira corporum glorioſorum, ſit ſutura eadem que pins, ſed erunt tmppſsivilra 
pr aliquid preſtans tmpcdrmentum attualis paſrionts ne frat, 

Lutd autem (it llyd, wrum ſit aliqua forma inherens,. an ſolum viitus diving af” 
Gitens,duplex e(t opinio + dicuat eatm quidam quod taly impaſſibiltt as evit per aliquam 
formamn ——— Q&c. 

Alits modys oft, quod impaſﬆtgilitas corporum glorioſorum $00 Crit per aliqusn: for- 
IBS -. mini 
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man inheventen, fed folum ver virtutem diumam*aſsiftentem beatis ad nutim” & jr0s 


bibentem athotem cunuſcungque extriaſect inſereatis paſsionem. | 

This latter way Dirand takes himſc}f, and endeavoreth to confirm it by three 
Reaſons. ES 

The third ſhall] be of Suarex, (in tertiam bart: Thom: diſp: 48. p. 531.) nam li- 
cet in corpore 910:1v/0 maneat cadem matcria, idemque temperamentum ex qualitatibys 
cont rariis, tade ſolum fit,corpus illud in nuda naturi ſud confideratum, efſe corruptibile, 
ef in beatitwdine ictinere quaſi cauſam remotam, ſeu naturalem radicem corruptionis : 
n'bilominus tam ſecrndum proximam di5pefitionem intriaſecam eſſe incorruptibile 


& impaſſivile:quia affe fi eft alia quadam perſebbione que ex ſe poteſt impedivegae illa | 


C 


wateralas corrupeubilit as in aCtum reducatur. 


Dr. T ayer. 


Once more, Is it natural to be a natural ? that will a0t be denyed : But then remem- 
be;, that although to be natural is eſſential, that is, of the eſſence of tne body, yt the 
natural ſhall ariſe without its aaturality ; it is ſown a natural body, 2t is raiſed a Fþj- 
Tinal. | 

7eanes, 


T1, That that which is natural, is natura], will not be denyed, as you ſiy ; bur *is 
propoſetio ideatica nugax, a moſt trifling Taurology : and unto what purpoſe you 
propound a queſtion concerning ir, I know not. 

2, Of rhings natural unto man, fome are natural powers, ſome are natnrall aft; + 
Natural (rſt) powers may be and are effential unto the' body ; and ſorhey are in- 
Teparable too 3 our Bodies, whenthey ſhall be raiſed, ſhall not want ſo much as 
one ſuch natural power': Bur natural as are accidental, and in the reſurre&ion 
there may be no place for the exerciſe of, ar leaſt, ſome of them, 233Genrration, 
Nurrition, and the like ; as touching ſuch things, we ſhall be {ke the angets in Hea- 
wen, as it were ſpiritual. . | | 

3. Inthe Apoſtle, 1 {or, 15. 44, it is N0t ggue quorxer, 3 Narural body, .bux 
out Juymr,an animal or ſouly body, that is, aftuared and animated by the ſoul 


afcer a natural way and manner, by the intervention of bodily helps,ſuch as caring, 
drinking, ſleeping, and the like. And in all congruence of oppoſition hereunto, a 
glorious body is faid ro be a ſpiritual, in regard of an #mmcdzate ſupportance by the 
ſpirit, without any corporeal means, and without any uſe of the generative and nu- 


rritive faculties, 
Dr. T ay lor. 


So that you ſee, if 1 had ſaid this which you charge upon me, which is contiary to my 
Thoughts, and ſo againſt my purpoſe, yet your Arguments could not have overthrown 
#/, 

| ; 7eantes. 


Whether you do not here boaſt, and triumph withour a viftory, I am very well 

contenred ro refer it umo the learned Reader. 
Since my penning of my exceptions, ſent unto Mr, C, I, have read the Metaphy- 
ficks of Dr, Robert Baro, that lcarned Scot ; and in them I inde the like of _ 
h te 
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and:Dr Fer: Taylere.. - 25. 
chree laſt Arguments of mine, urged againſt the error of Flaccius Ihyricus; that O- 
rig.nal Sin is of the ſubſtance of man, and cflential to him after the tall, a prc- 
puſiticn ſubalternate unto that which I charge you with ; hs words are as fojloweth, 
Prima opinio damnanda & & noſftris Thuologis &r a Ponttficiis de aatura peccatt origi- 
aalis eſt abſurdiſſima hereſis Illyrici, ſtatuentis peccatunt originale ifſe de ſubſtantia 
lomin:s, ſcu eſſe quid homimni eſſcntiale poſt lapſum, contra quam ſententiam Bell1rminzss 
diShutans; varias affert rationes : precipue he ſuat,Primo, ſs pcccatum efſet pars ſri» 
ſtartie humane, aut Deus erit auth6r peccati, quippe qui ſubſtantias omaes creavit, aut 
{i quis neget illam ſubſtantiam eſſe a Deo, cogetur ſateri-com eſſe # Dtabolo, qui eſt 
author peccath z neceſſarium aim cft, ut habeat aliquam cauſam, at utrumque conſ.quns 
eſt abſurdum, ergo & antecedens ; Securdo, aut Coriſtus non aſſumpſit naturam hiuma- 
nam integram, aut peccato 308 caruit, quorum mutirumqe eſt abſurdum : Tertio, 44 
diem judicii natura bominis reſurget, & eternam. vitam poſvidebir, ſaltem quoad cle- 
Gs : Veccatum verd tum nullumerit in glorificatis, ergo petcatuan non oft quid efſea- 
tiale, {6 quid ſeparabile eſt ab ipſ natura, pag, 248, 249: Thele reaſons ditter {6 
lictle trom mine, as that you may think perhaps that I have borrowed mine from 
eicher Bellarmiae or Pao, which yer 1 atſure you I did not $ The reaſon why now 
I recite theſe Reaſons, is to ſhew, that my arguments are not ſuck weak and pi- 
ritull things, bur that very Learned Men have made ule of the like, to diſprove a 
propoſition ſubordinate unto that which I goe about to refure, 


Dr. T ater. 


It is g00d advice 5 garnet ey on; Boav el ar wa Fug If you bod been pleaſed 1s 
have learned my meaniag before you had publiſhed your diſlike, 1 ſhowld hate efteemed 
my ſelf obliged to you in a great acknowledgement, 


7eantes. 


Your advice our of Ariſtophanes, I like very well 3 I am nor conſcious unto my 
ſclf that I have towards you rranſgreſled againſt it: for before I uttered a ſyllable 
of diſlike, I uſed my beſt endeavor to finde out what was your meaning, and to 
that purpoſe, made uſe of thar little Logick and Reaſon which I had ; and as for 
that meaning which 1 affix unto your words, let the Reader derermine, whether I 
have _—_— any rule of Logick or Reaſon, in — it unto you ; Whar I 
rook to be your ſenſe, rogerher with my ObjeRions againſt ir,l ſenr unto Mr.{\, to 
be tranſmitted ſpeedily unto you, expoſing all unto the utmoſt ſeverity of your <x- 
marrow and err I have here treſpafled againſt chariry or juſtice, 1 would 
ain know, 

Beſides, my diſtike I expreſſed onely in a private place, betore very few, in private 
diſcourſe, ys 1 have nor hitherto oobliſhed. it, from either Preſs or Pulpit,” | 


Dr. T aylor, 


Now yok bave ſaid very much evil of me, though T deſerve 3t not. * 
7eanes. 


This I deny, and flatly challenge you to prove whar you avec, 
| Ggg 2 Dr, Tay{sr. 
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Dr. T aylor.. 
For ſuppoſe 1 had aot profÞerouſly eaough expreſſed my mearziag, yet you, who are a 
man. of wit ad parts, could eaſily have diſcerned my purpoſe and my deſiga * You could 
uot but know, aad conſider too, that mv great deſizn was to ſay, That (ia could not be 


aatural, that it us ſo ſar from being eſſential, that it is not ſo much as [nbjefted in our 
common nat wes, Unt in our priſons eaclye Sins 


Teancs. 


1. Whether what you ſay of my wit and parts, be not a ſcom, T ſhall nor trou- 
ble wy felt ro inquire, bur leaye it unto your conſcience : However, 1 _— you 
think your ſelf tar ſuperior unto my poor ſelf in wit and parts, and I alſo readily 
acknowledge as much ; Now I wonder why you ſhould think that 1 ſhould fo eaſily 
finde out what is your meaning, ſecing you (whoſe abilities ſo far tranſcend mine) 
be ſo unproſperous, not onely in the expreſlion,bur in the after interpretation of your 
meaning, as that you diſlent in a latter Letter, from your ſelf in a former Letter ; 
How can you reaſonably expe& that 1, who am nor (as one of your Profelites late- 
ly aid) worthy to be named the ſame 4ay :vith you,(I ſhall not deny the truth of the 
compariſon, nor enyy you the honor thereof) ſhould (as the Pro verb is) ſee turther 
into a Mill-ſtone then you, who are ſo Eagle and quick fighted. 

Sccondly, Whereas you ſay, That {7a is not [o much as ſubjefted in our Common a+ 
ture, but ia our perſoas onely ; 1 doubt that I underſtand you not, for to me it ſeems 
very evident, that fin, (fo far as a privation can be inherent) is truly inherent in our 
natures ; for it hath all the Requiſites of inherence, that Ariftotle layerh down (Ca+ 
tegor': cap, 2.) 

T, It 7s 1n our nature, 

2." Not as 4 part of our nature, 

3. Neither can it exiſt ſever'd and apart from our natures : Sin is ſeated in all in- 
dividualsof our nature, whileſt living here upon earth, Chriſt his humanity alone* 
excepted ; and therefore why may not we ſay, that *tis ſubje&ed in our common 
nature > Seeing thoſe accidents are ſeared ſecuadarily, and mediately in ſecond ſubs 
ſtances, which are primarily and imincdiatelyplaced in vheir reſpe&ive firſt ſubſtances 3 
ſubſtantia ſecunde ſubſtaat accidentibus grataa primarum, 

Yea, bur you will (perhaps) ſay, it is O—__ in our perſons onely, therefore 
not in our nature : But thisis a very forry ObjeQian': For who knows not the di- 
ſtin&ion of ſubjcftum, in ſubjefium quo, e& quod ; our perſons onely are {ubjefiun 
q-0d of fin, our natures notwithſtanding may'be ſubjcfum quo of it 3 and we may 
iay the ſame of other accidents, 1 finde you (pag. 494.) quoting that uſual Axi- 
ome, a6tiones ſunt on 3 but, if you had conſidered the limitations that are 
uſually given thereof, you would have' ſpared. the urging of it : affo eſt ſuppoſiti 
(faith $ a__ ultimate denominati ab aftione, ſed non ut ſolines denominati ab pſa : 
Bur you may have ſome decp meaning, which 1 farhome not ; fair Jeaye may you 


take to explain your {e}f, 


Dr. T ajlor. 


But beſides this, Sir, I am a little to complaia of you, that when you had two words 
at your choice to explicate each other (intrinſecat, and eſſential) you would take the hard- 
eft and the worſt ſenſe, not the eaſceſt and muſt ready.. : 


Teancs. 


I haye here given you, not onely no cauſe, bur not ſo much as any ſhadow or 
colour for complaint, | 

I, 1 gavea reaſon why I inſiſted on the word eſſential onely, and paſſed: by rhe 
term intrinſecal ; becauſe you uſe intrinſecal as equivalent unto efſential, as is ap- 
parent, p {gen oppoſing it unto accidental ; And haw you ſaid, can you ſay any 
thing to the contrary, | 

2, I would fain know why you ſhould ſay that eſſential is a hasder word then i#- 
trinſecal 3 there is, I am ſure, that equivocation in the word i#trinſecat, which is 
not in the word eſſential 3 for, thar which is accidental, may be intrinſecal ; there 
being intririfecal, as well as cxtrinſecal accidents ; interaum & externum (ſay Phis 
lofophers) ſumuntur, vel ratione eſſentie, vel ratione loci, ex ſubjeti, 


Dr. T aylor. 


For you cannot but know, that eſſential is not always to be taken in the ſtriftelt ſenſe 
of Philoſophy, for that which ts GC of a nature; but largely, and for all ſorts of 
propertcs, and the unverſal accidents of aatuve. 


Teanes. 


The diſtin&ion of eſſential, into that which is ſuch conſtitutive, as conſtituring 
the eflence, or that which is ſuch, conſequeative, as neceſſarily reſulting from the 
ellence, I very welt know : andI grant the proprieties which are ſuch, quarto-mo- 
do, which agree omni, joli,ſemper, are in this latter ſenſe ſaid to be eflential z but.thar 
ellential is ever taken, as you ſay, for all forts of proprieties, thoſe which are fuch, 
primo, ſecundo, or tertro modo, js notoriouſly Pig, for then eſſential wauld be 
raken for that which is moſt accidental; but let us examine your inſtances, 


_ Þr. T aylor. 


As it is eſſential to a man to laugh, to be capable of lea#ninz, to be mortal, to have a 
body of contrary qualities, and conſequently by nature corruptivle, 


Teanes. 


If you ſhould affirm in the publick Schools of either of the Univerhiies, 
that to laugh is efential ro man, you would not onely be laughed, bur hiſted, 
and hen 
prove. ; 

Nothing that is accidental to man, can be ſaid to be &llential to him, 

But to laugh js accidental to man, 


at: the groſs and palpable abſurdity of this your Afertion, I thus 


There- 


and Dr Fer: Taylor, © TW 
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Therefore it isnot eflentiall. 


ſentiall, and accidentall. 
- The Minor is thus confirmed, . 
That which is prcd:caced of man coatingeatly, is accidentail ro man, 
Butto laugh is predicated of man contingeatly, 
Therefore it is accidenta] to man. | 
The Mor is plain, becauſe contingency-of predication is one of the chief thing; 
- which diſtinguiſherh accidens predicabile , from all other predicables , and ir is a 
xeciprocal charaRer theteof. | n 
And for the Minor, that is no leffe evident: - indeed +7ſtbile is eflential unto man, 
and pred.cated of him in ſecuxdo,modo dicendiper ſe ; bur. ridere to laugh is acci- 
dental , becauſe it is predicated of man conlingeatly; for a man and aRuall lapthtey 
cohere contingently : the Joweſt degree of neceſſity in affirmative and eflent.al pre- 
dications , is de omni; and de omn! poſtertoriſticim , requirerh univerſitatem temporis 
as well as ſubjc(Þ: ; that is, propoſetio yeera rey rug debet efſe ſemper veraz, now 
all men do not alwayes laugh , and therefore laughter is predicated of man contin- 
gently , and conſequently accidental ro him. poets 
You ſce Sir, I am bold to trouble you , ever and anon,with my trifling Logic, 
and you can expe& no other, as long as you thus treſpaſle againſt what is nioſt tri- 
vial and obyious in Logick, the very A. B. C. thercof, 
' 2, As for the ſecond inſtance,yon bring capacity of learning : thar is taken for 
potentiz prima, or ſecunda, ' 
* Ie If it be taken for potentia prima , then it unmicdiately lowes from the ſoule, 
and is cfſential to man, conſequutive, as a proprium 4to modo of man , and ſo *ris in- 
ſeparable frem him; bar , ff raken for potcntia ſecuada, {0 it ariſeth from the diſpo- 
fition of the remper and organs of the body , and is not eflential , bur accidental, 
and ſeparable from man, | ; 
As for the third, to be mortal, I have already ſpoken of that ſuſficient]y. 

As for the 4th infaxce;to have a body of contrary qualities is effential conſequutive, 
and i poſteriori unto an efential predicate of man 3 viz; a mixt body; and fo is cf- 
ſential unto man , and predicated of him #n ſecundo modo dicendi per ſe , as a mixt 
body is predicared of him primo modo dicends per ſe. For, as Scheibler [ de prop:cap: 
4. 1: 41. ] ſheweth, ad predicationes per ſe fecundi modi pertinent non ſolum predi- 

. rations ille,in. quibus proprium predicatur de ſubjeblo ſuo primo, veluti corpus eſt quan- 
tum; ſed etiam ills predicationes in quibus proprixm predicater de ſpeciebus ſui prims 
ſubje&;,veluti homo eſt quantus: but this hath no alliance with laughing, for it agre- 
cth alwayes unto all men, x 


Dr. Tayler. 


And in a morall diſcourſe to call for Metaphyſicall ſgnifications, and not to be con- 
tent with morail and generall , may proceed from az itch to quariell , but not ſrom that 
tzgenuity, which will be your aud my beſt ornament, 


Teanes 


The Majoris apparent from the oppoſition , that you your ſelf: make berwixt ef. 


and' Dr Jer: Tayber. 79 
7eancs. | 


It hath hitherto been a receiv'd 1nle amongft all Logicians ; that in mizt que- 
ſtions > the termes of which belong unto ſeverall diſciplines , we muſt for the ex- 
plication of cach terme , have recourſe unto the diſcipline , unto which it apper- 
taineth; and youcan ſay nothing to diſprove this rule : whether incl;nat.on to cv. 11 
be efſentiall ro man > is a mixt queſtion 3 for zacliaation to evill or ſiane , is a Theo- 
logicall terme, and «ſentiall, isa Metaphyſical rerme; and therefore, in aking ir in 
a Metaphyſicall ſenſe , 1 have done nothing , but what Logick , and reaſon have 

reſcr:bed me 3 and therefore I ſhall nat feare your paſſionate , and irrationall cen- 
on of me for it, To cleare this yer further by inſtancing in mixt propoſitions of 
the like nature 3 an. formale peccats in genere ſit privatio veffitudings debite rational 
creature? an formale peccati originalis ſit ſolimm prevatio oviginalis juſtitie ? an proai- 
tas ad malum fluat ex principiis nature integie ? an Sacramentum (it eas reſpettivim 2 
au Sacramenta int cauſe Phyſica gratie 7 

Now if here you ſhould be pleaſed ro ſay, that in theſe queſtions to call for Me- 
raphylicall Ggnifications , of p3vatio, principium , ens reſpeftivum, and cauſa Phyſi- 
£4, may ouu from an itch ro quarrel] , Eur not from that ingenuity, which will 
be our beſt ornament , you will bewray bur little judgment, and lefle ingenuity, 

2+ Ifrhat, which you calleſſentiall in a morall , and large ſenſe, doe not ci- 
ther conſtitute the eflence, or neceſlarily flow therefrom, it will in the upſhar prove 
to be bur accidenta)l ; and how then comes it that you oppoſe itunto accidencal] > 
Bur you will, perhaps,, tell me, that I muſt take acci _— a morall , and large 
ſenſe , as well as cf{entiall; Bur Sir, what is there in your words to guide mc umo 
this ſenſe of accidenrall ? 1 took accidenta)l for the concrete of accidens predica- 
bile , and ſo 1 believe have moſt Schollars that have read you ; andwhy it ſhould 
not be thus underſtood I thinke you can alledge no reaſon , bur that , you know not 
otherwiſe to make any tolerable ſenſ: of your words : your diſcourſe is Polemicall , 
and if therein you uſe Philoſophicall rermes, and I call for a Philoſophical ſignifi 
cation of the termes , with whar forchead can you accuſe me for being quarrelſome, 
and diſingenuous > if when you cannot defend what you ſay,according urto the p1 0+ 
per , and uſuall fignification ofthe words you uſe, you muſt have liberty to fly un- 
to large and unuſual] ſenſes of them, you may ſay even what you pleaſe; for no man 
will be able ro underſtand what you ſay , unlefle he hath a peculiar key unto your 
writings, 

Bur let us inquire what can be here meant by accidentall in a morall and large 
ſenſe : /cf{enriall, you ſay , in a morall ſenſe, is that which is not after our nature , 
bur rogerher with it 3 and , jn conformity hereunto , accidenta}l in a moral! ſenſe 
muſt be that which is after our nature , and not together with ir, and then 1 ſhall 
d:fire you to awake , and conſider, whether your ſecond reaſon be nor coincident 
with your third; for your ſecond reaſcn, asyou expound ir,ftands thus ; inclination to 
cuill ts after our nature, and not together with 3t in reall being: And your third 1ea- 
ſon is this, inclination to evill is ſuperinduc'd unto nature , and is after ir,” &e, 


Dr. Taylor 


40 Letters of the Author 
Dr Tayler. 
Although 1 þ ave not much to doe with it , yet becauſe you are fo great a Logionan . and 


fo great an admirer of that which every oae of your Pupils kaowes, I mean Porphyrics de- 
144108 of aa accident, 1 care not if Ttell you that the definition is imperfect and [aiſe, 


feanes. 


1. You have ever and anon an unciyil fling at my poor Logics; Bur , Sir, let 
me be ſo bold as to tell you,that as niy Logick 5s the obje& of your contempt; fo thar 
my Pupils cannot find in that Logick , which you manifeſt in theſe your papers , 
matrer for either their envy or emulation, | 

2. Why,pray Sir, doz you ſay, that I am ſo great an admirer of Porphyries de- 
fnition of an accident > indzed 1 ſay , that *tis a celebrated definition of an acci- 
dent ; but thereby I ſignify only rhar *ris frequently and much uſed , commonly 
known, and in evety man's mouth ; and this acceprion of the word is uſuall in Ct- 
cio , as theſe inſtances following evidence : Celebratur omnium ſermone letitiaque | 
corvirium : hoc delatum eſt tum ad cos poatifices , poft omauim ſermone celebratum , 
quem1dmodum iſte oma'a fecit : quod ita eſſe coaftanti fuma atque omnium ſermone cele- 
bratum eſt : quid porro in vero ſermone tam tritum atque celebratum eſt quam,e*c, 

3. Though you care not totell me , tliat Porphyries definition of an accident is 
falſe , and imperfe& ; yer you ſhould have been carefull to have brought ſtronger 
obj:&:ons againſt ir, than thoſe you have urged, for they conraine ſuch grofle, and 
abſurd untrurhs, as that every one that underſtandsthem , will think you a very in- t 
competent judge of rhe definitions of Porphyrie and Ariſtotle. Indeed how farreyou 
are to ſce in the nature of accidents , appeares by your talking of accidents conſtitu- 2 
tive of a ſubſtance , in your diſcourſe br % Real-preſence,&c: ( Selt;11, num; 12; ( 
£42:209, ) but let us heare your obj<Rions, p 

/ 


N | Dr Taylor. 


It is not convertible with the definitum for even. eſſeatial thiags may be taken away | 
finz intcritu ſubjecti, 


: Jeanes. 


0 
F, 

For an anſwer unto this, I ſhall referre you to your ſelfe , in your book, but now c 
mzntioned of rhe Real-preſence of Chriſt in the holy Sacrament, ( Sett. y 
11, #/92.30, Þ. 244. & 245. ) God can doe what he leaſeth , and be can reverſe the 7 
Lawes of hs whole creation , becauſe he can change 0r ana.bilate every creature, or al- 7 
tor the manners aad eſſences; but the queſtion now is, what lawes God hath already eſta- P 


bliſhed , aid whether or no eſſcatials can be chaaged , the things remaining the ſame ? i 

that is , whether they caz be the ſame , when they arenot the ſame ? be that ſayes God 

can give to abody all the eſſent'all »coperties of a (yirit , ſaies true, aad confeſſes God's 0 

Omn:-otency ; bit be ſayes alſo that God can change a body , from being a body to be- 0 

come a ſpirit ; but if be ſazes, that remainia2 a vody it can receive the eſſentials of it 
5 a ſpirit , he does nt confeſſe God's oma'potency , but m-:kes the A-ticle difficult to be 0 
| believed , by m:k* 12 it a9 to work wiſely aad poſſibly : God can doe althings, but are 2; 


they udva2 , wit tney are dons * that is , ate the things changed in their cſſentials 


and 


and Dr Fer: Taylor; | At 
end yet remaine the ſame ? then bow ave they chang'd, and then what hath God done to 
mem ? 

But to come unto your inſtances, 


Dr. Taylor. 


« 1 inſtaace to be quant tative is eſſential to a body , azd to have ſucceſſion of duration, 
but yet is the reſurrettion when bodyes ſhall be ſpiritual , and eternal , thoſe other which 
are now eſſential predjcates ſhall be taken away, yet the ſubjct remain,e be improied 
to bigher , and more noble predicates, 


feanes. 


1. As for the t, of theſe inſtances it is withour doubr, that to be quantitarive 
3s cflentiall unto a body i poſterio74 , and conſecutive as a provrium thereof 4to modo, 
but. - 

1, That quantity is ſeparable from a body was never aſfirmed by any beſides the 
Patrons of either tranſubſtantiation or conſubſtanriation, 

2, If a body were without quantity, it would be without exrenfion , and ſo would 
exiſt in an undiviſibie point withour diſtin&ion of parts, and ſo it would be 
ciuagmuutroy, a bodilefle body , which is a flat conttadi&ion, 


Bur for refurarion of this, I ſhall referre you to your own ſcife in your diſcourſe of 
the Real-preſence, &c, ( Seft. 11.13 pag.211.) But Idemana, when we ſpeck of 4 
body what we mean by 3t 2 for #4 all diſcourſes aa4 entercourſes of mank'ad by words, 
we muſt agree concerning each others meaning:when we ſpeak of a body , of a ſubſtance , 
of an accideat, what does man-kind agree to means by theſe words ? all the Phio/ophers 
and all the wiſe mea in the world , when they ſpeak of a body , aad ſeparate it from a 
ſpirit, they meaa , that a ſpirit is that which hath ao material diviſible parts Phyſs- 

all; that which hath aothiaz of that which mak2s a body that is extenſuox &> [imitation by 
55s ani ſuperficies, And, ( Pag. 212. ) when we ſpeak of abody all the world 
meanes that , which hath a finite quantity. Pag. 219. 220: that which I now inſit 
p03 is , that in a body there cannot be indiſtinttion of parts , but each muſt pojſeſſe bis 
own. portion, 07 place, and if it does not , a body cannot be a body, Se, 11, num.18, 
Again, ( Pag. 221, um, 20: efuſd: Set: ) If Chriſt's body beta the Sacrament ac- 
co;ding to the manier of a ſubſtance not of a body, I demand according to the aature of 
what ſubſtance whether of a material or an immaicrial ? uf accordiag to the aatire of a 
material [ubſtance , thea it is commenſurate by the dameaſrons of quantity , which be is 
now endcavouriag to avoid, If according tothe nature of au tnimateriall ſbſtance,then it 
5 uot a boy, bat a ſpirit , or elſe the body may bave the being of a ſpirit, whilſt tt 
1c14.1145 a body, that is, be a baly , aad not a body at the ſame t:me, 

Here every material ſubſtance , by you opinion is commenſurate by the d;vifion 
of quantity , and therefore no materia] ſubſtance can be without the dimenſions of 
of quantity 3 afterwards in- (-page 241. &* 242. #Wu: 29. ejuſd: Seft ; ) you bring 
in a (hift of Bellarmiars umo which you returne a yery good anſyer , bot't which 1 
ſhall tranſcribe. B:Uarmiae [ayes that to be :rexicaded to a place is ſeparable from a ma- 
gaitude or body , becauſe it 1s a thing that 15 extiinſecal aad conſcquent to the iatrinſe- 
cal extenſion of paits , and being ſew Gs » » bs by divine pawer ſeparable ; but this 
T- 1 h is 
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is as very a ſophiſin as all the reſt;for if whatever is nature is later than the ſubſtaate, 

ſepara le fromit, than fire may be without heat , or water without moiſture ; a man can 
be without tame , jor that alſo is in nature after hiseſſence, and be may be without a ſa- 
culty of will , or underſtanding , or of affeftions , or of growing to his ſtate, or being 
aouriſhed , and then be will be a ftrange man, who will acither have the power of will, 
6 underftanding , of deſiring , or avoiding , of nouriſhment or growth, or any thiag , 
that caa diſtiazu'ſh him ſrom a beaſt , or a tree , or a. ſtone 3 for theſe are all later than 
the efſenceyſor they are all eſſeatial emanations from t, thus alſo quantity can be ſeparated 
from a (iſtaatial body if cuery thing that is later than the forme can be ſeparated from it, 

When you wrote this , you thought it a grofle abſurdity to averre thatquantity 
could be ſeparated from a ſubſtantial body; when you have anſwered your ſelfe, I 
ſhali then rake up the Cudgels , and reply unto your anſer in the mean while , 1 
thall conſider your argument by which you endeavour to prove quantity ſeparable 
fiom a body, 

It ſtands tiws; inthe reſurreRion bodies ſhall be ſpitirua); rherefore ro be quan-' 
titative, which is now an cflential predicate , ſhall be thentaxen away, 

For anſwer, 

I. If the bodies of the Saints ſhall be raiſed without quantity , then without 
extenſicn, without integral parts , withour heads, eyes, armes, I-gs, feer, and this 
would be a very pretty , and proper reſurre&ion ; it would indeed be an inviſible 
reſurre&ion 3 this isa very firange , and falſe aflert.on, contraty as tothe conſtant 
tencr of both ancient , and moderne Divinity , fo alſo unto expreſle ſcripture ; 17 
my fleſh,ſaies Job,ſhall 1 ſce God , whom I ſhall ſe for my-ſelſe , and my eyes __ be- 
bold , and not another , Job. 19. 26,27: the bodies of the Saints ſhall in the reſur- 
reftien be cenſormed uato Chriſt's glorious body in bis : Philip 3. 21: and that wasa 
viſible and paJpable body, it might be ſecs and felt , it bad fleſh aad bones, and hands, 
feet and ſides, Luk. 24 39, 40: John,20, 27: ſee Aquin:ſu: ad 3am part. ſum: ec: 
queſt.89, Art,1, Tertullian upon theſe words of the Apuſtles [| this corruptible ſhall 
pit 04 incorruption ] hath this gJofle, quzantitativam &+ eandem numero ef] enttam di- 
gito demoaſtrat,magzis enim expreſſe loqut non potcrat , 2 (i cutem ſuam manibus tenet, 

2. As forthe fpiritualiry of our bodies inthe reſurreQion, thar ſhall nor be de- 

ſtru&ive of their quantity 3 for they ſhall be ſpiritual, not in regard of ſubſtance; bur 
inreſpeR of cither immediate ſupportunce by the ſpirit,or elſe reſemblance unto a ſpi- 
Tit. 
1. 1a 'cſpeft of immediate ſupportance by the ſpirit without the help of bodily 
meanes , meates, drinFs , fleep, medicaments, &c: he that ra:ſed up Chriſt from 
the dead ſhall alſoquicken your mortal bodics by his ſpirit that dwelleth in you , 
Rom.3.11: orelle ] 

2. ( As others conjeRure ) in regard of reſemblance unto a ſpirit as rouching 
{ome particulars in the,reſurre&tion ; they neither marry, av7 are giten in mairizge 3 
Þut are as the Angels of Gad intrhn , Marth, 22. 30. 

Bur that ſpirituality of in Paul's ſenſe of rhe word is no impeachment 
into the quantity of it is evident enough from what you ſay in your treatiſe of the 
Real-preſence, &c: for therein you rightly averre , that Chriſt's body is now a ſpi- 
ritual body , and yer: maintain againſt the Papiſts that *tis enducd with quantity , 
_ hath partem extra partem , one part without the other anſwering to the parts of 

;s place. | 

You ſecond inſtance is, ro have ſucceſſion of duration, this is eſſential to a bo- 
dy think you ;yer in the reſurre&ion, when our bodies ſhall be crernal, it ſhall be 
taken away, £] Put 


Pur here Sir, my poor Pupils, becauſe you are ſo great a Metaphyſician, care nor 
much if they tell you; That ſucceſſion in &iraeion 4 ſo far from Ln eflenrial to 
a body, as thar it doth nat ar all agree thereunto ; and they have learnt ut our of 
Scheibler, Meta. lib, 1, cap. 16.7. 48, $3.91,92,93,94,95,96,97,98,99, Cap. 19, 
n. 9,19,11,31,32433,34,35. And Sauter, diÞ: 50. Seft. 5. and 7, Metaphylitians 
no ways inferior unto your great ſelf, 

Our of them they rhus argue, whatſoever hath a ſucceſſive duration, hath alſo a 
ſucceſlive eflence or being ; bur now no body hath a ſucceſſive eſſence or being, 
therefore no body hath a ſucceſſive duration, 

The Major :s evident, becauſe as Suarez and Scheibler well prove, the duration 
of a thing is not diſtinguiſhed f:om the aQual exiſtence thereof, really, bur onciy 
ratione ratiociaata. | 

And then for the Mor, it may be thus confirmed, Wharſoever hath a ſucceſ- 
five eſſence or being, hath the paits of its eſſence in flux#, ſo that *tis partly paſt, 
partly preſent, and in part to come bur no ſuch thing can be affirm'd of any body, 
and therefore no body hath a ſucceflive eſſence or being, ; 

Or thus, No permanent being hath a ſucceſsive being or eſſence ; bur every body 
is a permanent being, therefore no Þody hath a ſucceſsive being or «lence, 


The Minor, that atone askes proof,may be thus confirmed : Whatſoever hath all 


the parts of its eflence or being together (ſv that in no moment of time there is 
wanting unto it any thing requiſite unto its efſential integrity) that 1s a permanent 
being 3 bur every body hath all the parts of irs effcnce ar being rogtther (fo that 
in No moment of time there is wanting unto it any thing requiſite unto irs ef{ential 
untcgrity. ) 

T herefore every body is a permanent being, 

If you ſhould ſay, That God onely hath permanency of being, accnrding ta 
that of the Pſalmiſt, Pſal, x02, 26, 27. The Heavens ſhall periſh, but thou ſha't ca- 
dure ; yea all of them ſhall wax old, like a garment ; as a weſture- ſhalt thou change 
them, and they ſhall be changed, but thou art the ſame, 

Unto this they will anſwer, Thar you do bur trifle with the equiyocation of the 


word permanency, it is (they will ſay) oppoſ:d unto either mutabzlity or ſucceſſion ; 


if it be oppoſed unto mutability and defettibility of being, then God alone hath 
permanency of being ; but it ic be oppoſed unto 'ucceſs104 of being, then every 
created be.ng, b:fides motion, hath permanency of being ; and this Scheibler hath 
raught them, Met: Lb, x. cap. 19.7%. 35. Nulle rei (inquit) convenit fluxks vel ſuc- 
ceſs10 partum eſſeatialtim preterquam motui (permiſsive loqzeaco) uade non eft tempus 
ſucceſsronm, miſt tempus quo durat ipſe motus : nempe ſicut eſſentia mots conſiſtit in 
ſucceſsione partum”: ita etiam duratio motits conſiſtit in ſncceſsione partium, gy ti0- 
inde utrimque oft ens ſucceſs:uum, ſp tamen a parte rei loquamur, tim ſolum uaum es 
eſt ſucceſsrvum, nempe motus, duratio enim motus a parte re6 cadem ct cum eſſentia 
ipſa, If you ſhould fay with Bonaventure, and others, That ſucceſsion of dura- 
tion diſtinguiſherh the creature from thc Creator,and therefore every creature hath 
ſucceſſion of duration : They will again (our vf the forementioned Authors) di- 
ſtinguiſh of a two-fold ſucceflion, pitvative and Moſatize, 

1. A privative or aegative ſucceſſion, and that is, either betwixt not being, and 
being, or berwixt being, and not being 3 rhus when a man is begotten, his being 
ſucceeds his not Es and when he dies, his not being ſucceeds his being 3 and 
this privative ſucceflion doth diſtinguiſh the creature from the Creator, and there- 
fore doth-or may agree 'to cyery creature A = _ the Angels ha& a beginning, 
He 2 and 
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and. ſo there was a ſucceſſion of their being unto their not being 3 and rhey mighr 
have an end, by Gods omnipotency, if he had nor decreed otherwiſe-: nay, God 
could annihulate them meerly by the withdrawing of his preſervative influence, and 
ſo there migit have been a ſucceſsion of their not being unto their being : this 
{uccetl.on is oppoſed unto an intrinſccal neceſlity of exiſtence, or unto an immura- 
ble permanency, ſeu ftabilitati permanentie, as Suarex phraſeth ir, Difþ: go. Seff,c, 
#, 26, and nor unto permanency of being as ſuch : This ſucceſſion, if we ſpeak of 
the power and capacity of it, is eflential to our bodies, and withal, *tis inſepara- 
bl: trom them ; tor even after the reſurre&ion, God could (it he had not deter- 
mined the contrary) reduce them unto their firſt nothing. 

A poſitive ſucceſs103 hath for both its extreams a poſitive being, and this is again 
{they will ſay) either diſcrete, or cdatinuour, 

1. Diſcrete berween beings totally perf<& 3 as rhe knowledge of one Plant ſuc- 
cceds the knowledge of another Plant ; But this ſucceilion doth nct conſtitute a 
ſucccſiive being 

There is anorher ſucceſſion, which they call continzous, and that is not berwixr 
' total beings, but berwixt parts of the ſame being ; when they do not exiſt rogerher, 
but one after another, in flux (as they ſay) and this ſucceſſion is proper and pe- 
culiar unto maxion, though not unto every motion, Thus far my Pupils, | 


Dr. T ayler. 


This 1 bave here ſet down, not that I at all value the problem whether it be ſo or a0, 
but that you may at thiak me a Socinian particularly in this Article, or that I thiak the 
bodies in the reſurreftion ſhall be 5pecifically diſtiaft from what they ave here ;, 1 betiere 
them-the ſame bodies, but enobled ta their very beings, for to a Shecifical and ſubſtantiai 
change, ts required, that there be iatroduttion of new forms, 


fcan's. 


1+ You will not be throughly and ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed from the Socinians 
3n this Article, if you think the bodies in the reſurre&ion ſhall be awnerically di- 
ſtin& tiom whar they are here ; and therefore I ſhall intrear you to tell us in your” 
Rext, how far you accord with or diflent from theni in this particular. 

2: You here ſay, that to be quantiratiye, ſhall be taken away from our bodies in 
the reſurreion ; and the ſeque! of this is, that bodies in the refurre&ion ſhall be 
nay diſtin& from whar they ate here ; for a quantitative ſubſtance, and a 

bſtance without quantity, are ſpecifically diſtin& ; becauſe the one is marcrial, 
a body, and the other immaterial, a ſpirit, and not a body at all, unleſle nojnine 


HAS, 
Pr.T ayler. ; 


Bt! yet the improving of eſſeatial predicates, 3s 40 ſpecification of ſubjedts, but a me- 
Boration of the firft, | | 


Zeanese 


The ordinary Reader may perhaps think, that there is ſome great myſtery wrapr 
up under theſe bard words ; bur the plain picaning of them, is (as I ſcppoſe) char 


the 


es 3) 


, 
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the improving of efſential predicates, doth not make a ſpecifical change of ſubje&s; 
bur onely advance a ſubject unto a better beihg, Effential predicates may he ſaid 
to be 1mproyed three manner of WaySe . Io, By abolition of them, 2%. By inteaſioa of 
them, 3. By additioa unto thein, | h 

The rwo latter are impertinent to this buſineſs in hand; for ſuppoſe (though nor 

ant) thar the eſlenrial predicares of ſubſtances might be improved: by inteaſion of 
Gem, or by addition unto them ; yet what will this make to the ſeparability ot cf 
ſentials from a ſubje& : The improving of cflenrial predicates, that belongs unto 
our preſent purpoſe, is by abolition of rhem, and by fubNtcruring new and more no- 
ble eſſentials in their room 3 and thar eſſentials may he aboliſhed, and new eff-n- 
rials ſubſtirured in their rooms (the things remaining the ſame) is a thing you may 
magiſterially and impcriouſly diftate, bur can never Scholaftlically prove. 

But (perhaps) you will ſay, rhar you take effential in a Moral and Theolos;cal 
ſenſe : Bur Sir, you muſt remember, tha you are not to take eſſential here, in ſuch 
a latirude, as to include accidental and contingent predicates ; tor if you ſhould, 
Porphyry's definition of Accidens will remain unſhaken by what you ſay : Would 
not this be a ridiculous Argument } accidental and contingent predicates may be 
raken away, ſine ſubject; interitu, theretore adefſe & abeſſe ſine ſubjefti interiti, is no 
exce}lent definition of an accident 3 and yer this will be your very argument, if by 
eſflential predicates you mean any thing beſides the four firſt predicables, unto which 
all eflential predicares are reducible, 


Dr. Taylir, 


Put the conſequent 75, that abeſle & adeſle Gne ſubjeR; interitu, 75s not an excellent 
definition of an accident, | 


Peanee. 


The arguments from which you infer this conſequent, are overthrown,and there= 
fore this conſequent fallcth tothe ground of ir ſc]f, withour you ſupport it by ſome 


fieſh arguments, 
Dr. Taylor. 


And yt ſwither, it ſollows; That if ſia were as eſſcatial to a man, as mortality is, or 
to be qu _ntitative, yet there is a more aced that man ſhould riſe with ſn, then with 
mortally, EE 
' Teanes. 

And,pray Sir,why do not you adde, and with quantity > Do you begin to ſtartle 
at this Propoſition 7 that men (hall riſe without quantity : Bur as tuuching the ſe- 
parability of both mortality and quantity from bodies in the reſurreion, 1 have 
;poken already ſo fully, as that 1 may ſpareto ſay any thing anew of is, 


Dr. T ayler, 


But Ariſtoules Philoſophy, aad Porphyry*s Commentary, are but ill meaſures in The- 
#/0gy, and you ſhould do well to ſcour bright that armor ia which you truſt, which unleſs 
it be proce condwubied, will make @ waa 4 Sopbiſter rather thes a Theologioe : but y0u 
a'e Wiler, | 4 
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ap and Porphiry are no contemprible Authors in Philoſophy ; bur who ever 
thought them infaliible in Philoſophy, -or their Books meaſures in Theology? Phi- 
loſophy is a very uſefull Hand-maid unto Divinity, and none will decry it, bur 
ſuch whoſe ſayings and writings cannot endure the teſt rhercof ; nothing that is 
true in Philoſophy, can be falſe in Divinity 3 for vcrmm vero non opponuticr, one 
. truth doth not, cannat claſh with another : As for my Philoſophy, 1 hope God will 
preſerve me from truſting in it, or in any other arm of fleſh : If you can derett any 
error therein, 1 ſhall be ready to retra&t it, and be very thanktul to you for your 
pains ; as for rhe dirt you have hitherto thrown thereon, it will not ſtick,bur 1cco:1- 
eth on your own face, 


Dr Taylor. 


1 have onely this one thing to adde, That the common Diſcourſes of Orizinal Sin, 
makes (1a to be natural, neceſſary, and unavoidable, and then may 1 not uſe your own 
words, this Tenet is chargeable with Libeatins{m, Mt 1s a licentious Doflrine, and opens 
a gap to the greateſt prophaneneſs, ſor it takes away all conſcience of ſin, all repentance 
of it for the time paſt ; if ſin be aatural, acceſ] ary, and unavoidable, as it is tous, if 
Te derive it from Adam, &c, what reaſon bath he to be humbled for it, and to ask God 
pardon for it: ſo that you have done well againſt your own opinion ; and if I had not uſcd. 
the argument before, Iſhould have had reaſoa.to thank you for it : now as it is, you 
are further to conſiaer of it, not I + 


Jeanes. 


If you underſtand by natural, that which naturally reſults from aature, and by 
neceſſary and unatoidable, that which is denominated ſuch from a primitive and crea- 
ted azceſſity, thar which you ſay is a foul ſlander againſt rhe common diſcourſes of 
Proteſtants againſt Original fin : Bur if you mean by zatural that which is cou- 
acxed with, and cocvalunto our nature, _ by neceſſary and unavidablegthat which 
15 ſuch in regard of a conſequent and contrafied neceſsity, it will be nothing to the 
purpoſe : for you (and you may take in to boot your good friends of Racovia) are 
never able to prove, that the aſſertion of ſuch a narwaliry and neceſsity of Origi- 
io fin, is any bar to humiliation or repentance for it, unto Prayer for the pardon 
OT It, ; 


Dr Taylor. 


Sir, Though 1 have reaſon to give you the priority in every thing elſe, yet in crvility 
I have far out-done you. | 
Tcanes. 


Firſt, You have written a Letter to me withour a Superſcription, and I haye re- 
rurned on2 unto you with a Superfcription ; and this 1 take, to be of the rwo, the 
orcater Civility, EE 

If I may believe the ecchapat rh2 neighborhood, you haye written ſeveral Let 
rers unto Mr. T, {\, concerning .m:, that cannot pretend to any great civility, for 
they are ſaid ro bz ſtuFed with inſulting reproaches : unto which I ſhall return no+ 
thing, bur my Prayz1s for the increaſe. of your charity and humility. 


Dr.-Tay hy, 


CT. * 


Dr. T aylor. 


You were offended at a paſſage, which you might eaſily, but would not widerſtand ; 
gou bave urg'd arguments againſt me, which return upon your own head : The Propoſiti- 
0 you charge me withall, 1 own not 74 any of ni; ay" no” (as you ſet it down) in 
w Ws and yet your arguments do not ſubſtantially, ar ratioaally confute it, if 1 bad © 
l, al 0, 

Teanes. 


Here you ſum up your Conqueſts, bur whether you do not reckon without your 
Hoſt, ler the Reader judge, 
Dr. T aylor, 


Brſades all this, you have uſed your pleaſure upon me 3 you have reviled me, ſlizhtcd 
me, [corned me, untempted, unpro-oked ; you never ſent to me citilly 10 give you [\.ti[« 
ſation in your Objeftioas, but talked it my abſence, and to my prejudice. 


Teanes. 


Unto all this, a general negative is a ſufficient anſwer, until 1 know the Parti- 
culars thar your Delator hath inf5rmed you with ; bur perhaps, you may think thar 
for ſuch an obſcure perſon as my ſelt, to dare to except againſt what you write, is ro 
revile, flight, and ſcorn you 3 it you be ſo impatient of contradi&ion, I ſhall leave 
it unto your own boſom to judge trom whart ſpirit it proceeds » When you publiſhed 
your Book, you expoſed it to every mans cenſure that would read it; and will ygu 
accuſe every man of uncivility that pafſerh his cenſure upon any paſlage in ir, in a 
private 1:ſoue with friends > Burt Sir, upon Mr, C. his entreaty, 1 ſent him in 
writing the reaſons that 1 had for my cenſure, and theſe reaſons were by my con- 
ſent to be conveyed to you,and therefore I ſent unto you mediately by another to give 
fatisfation ro my obje&ions : It you ſhall ſay that *rwas uncivil for me nor to 
make my addreſs immediately unto your ſeif, it is a charge will eafily be wiped off ; 
I was, as I thought, an utter ſtranger unro you, and Mr. {', profelied a greet ac- 
quaintance with, and intereſt in you, and aflured me that my Exceptions ſhoujd 
be recc;v<d with all poſsible candor, and promiſed his diligence and fidelity in con- 
vying of th:m unto you; my obje&ions therefore were ſent civilly unto you, though 
ſcnt by him ; but however you are thus ſ.vere, the Reader, I hope, will have a more 
charitable op;nion of my procedure herein, and think, that you have no reaſon to 
make ſuch Trag:cal Our-crys againſt me for abuſive uncivilities towards you, 


Dr . T ayler. 

Yet I have ſeat you aa anſwer, I hope, ſatisfaftory, and together with 1t a long Let- 
tc, which in the midſt of my many affaits and ſtraita:d condition, is more then I can a- 
24in afford, 

Jeanes. 


Unto your long Letter I have returned a longer anſwer ; and whether yours or 
mine be ſatisfaory, I am contented to refer it unto the indifferent Reader : If 
your condition be ſtraitned, I wiſh it were more plentiful : Bur my affairs are, I 
belicye, neither for number nor importance inferior unto yours 3 and from them 
I have borrowed ſo much time, as to anſwer you, and ſhall be ready to do fo a- 
gain to perform unto you the like office, 


Dr. Tajlor. 
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"And after all this, 1 aſſure you that 1 will pray for you, and Fpeak ſuch god things 
of you, = can fade, or hear to be in you z and profeſs my felf, aad really be, Sir, Rs 
affefionate friend and ſervantyin our bleſſed Lord and Saviour Feſtus, Jer: Taylor, 
Teanes. . | 


| Fox this your promiſe I give you hearty thanks, and ſhall endeayor to make you 
as grateful a return as I can, in the like Chriſtian offices of love, and ſa ſhall reſt, 


Ia Chrift Feſus your bumble ſcruaut, Henry Jeancs, 
POSTSCRIPT, 
Dr Taylor. 


Sir, I received yours Late laſt aight 3 and I bave returned you this early in the mp.'n- 
inz, that I might ia every thing be reSÞþcetrve of you. 


! 


f eanes. 


This 1 eaſily believe, and am confident,that upon review of your Letter you will 
acknoiyledge, that according to the proverb, you have made more haſte then good 


ipeed, . 
| Dr. T aylor. 


But 1 defere not 10 be troubled with any thing that is not very material, for T have bu- 
(neſs of much greater coacerament ; acither can I draw the ſaw of contentiog with any 
man about things leſs pertineat. I expett no anſwer, I need none, I deſire aonc, but ex- 
peft that you will imploy your good parts in any thing, rather ther in being ingenioſus in 
alieno'libro. Your talents can better (if you pleaſe) ſerve God,thex by cavilling with 
07 without rcaſon. | 

Teanes. 


Whether or no the controverſie between us be nor marerial, bur leſs pertinent ; 
whether your Letter be ſo ſatisfaRory, as that it needs no anſwer 2 as alſo, whether 
I cavill without reaſon (to cavil with reaſon, is a Catachreſis as harſh as ratione in- 
ſanire, and as hardly. juſtifiable, bur by a licentid. poetica) are things in which I re- 
tuſe you for my Judge,and appeal unto the learned and unprejudic'd Reader. 

Secondly,Thart you neither expe& nor defite an anſwer from me may be very pro- 
bable, bur that I was obliged to return you one, have 3 Reaſons that convince me, 

Firſt, By my filence, the truth which you have wrong:d would ſuffer, 

Secondly, your Papers have been with a grear deal of diligence publiſhed, and 
if I ſhould nor give them an anſwer, 1 ſhould be acccllary to the Funeral of my 
own good name. And | | 

Thirdly, A friend of yours, when. he gave me this your Lexrer, told me, That 
I could not anſwer it, and that yau were, as he thought, infallible : now I rhought 
it my duty to undeceive him, who having your perſon in too great an admiration, 
grecdily Calltaed wharſoever falls from your pen, though never fo falſe and erro- 


NEOUS, 
| FD. UNIFORMITY 
FINIS. 
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